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'5^TfrTwfdtTT?3«<s*^a?ii nf?r^aT90% ?!ii^etJ'5itTf5«!r ^ «?F?Jt^§- 
'^T?«lf?r ^f%: 

?»^f«P^sf^'t5srTl^f«r'^?9[tf^f^ %a; ^ i 

* 

^. Having Hvst gJiined through Veda a true intuition of 
tlmtj Seif, wbiolx has no second self and wiiioh. is bliss and 

light aiid' is impcnshabie, we nest expound the method 
oi reasuuing in regard to that Seif'-'I* 

in tlia opening words *wbioh has no second self, the 
author implits a Siemdiciion recalling to tnind the Rufthty 
(flraiunais); and having directly shown the subjeol! matter of 
hirt work (s. 6 latioubation m regard to tiie Self) and its aim 
(% e. tlie attainment of Bliss which is Brahman) he preasisea 
hts ta4{. The grammatical conatruetion is ‘ as follow®. 
Having gamed fell! oiigh Veda, an intuition of the Self^witb 
its f mr al ovo mendoned cliaraoteristios, rsHatming, i, e. rati- 

ociiiati<m wlsicfe is confirmatory of Veda, is now expounded 
in risgerd to it, tatrti ^ ). e. the Self ^ as charaotariaad manjao^* 
2, It may be objt'Qti'd Unit Veda is certauily not n&SM" 
fCtrotmiti tjbjwtioii : Vidnis sary to hrii’g about an i()tal4*on of 

’ tba Self ■ for tiie body .and the 
semicorgans (ddi) are the Self, and tbe exwto oaOr«us Setf 0 



w??*^ ^rf^; f«i?^^m^^fn«i^si^T n ^ ii 

^lf®¥!^T f^esifSTt^ 1 ^- 

»«S«fT f8?l)fsiflTf^?^l?i;^0lfeW5? ^^-■ 

f ff|?»?l>aifsfit:^*^T?!t ^ m site’s?" 

proved by ordinary sense-perception and inference {MO* 
I'his objeetioB ia rejected :•— 

^ The Self ia either eternal or non-efcernai. If eternal, then 

R.p«twa. B.iii.»i«,„b»«y ‘hs difference (between the Self 

nor asnse-orgftB 8, for Jt is eternal: li and the body) is dear {for no 

is eternal, because tbs inequalities of believes the body to be 

tbs pieaent life demand an eternal 

Self; aevelation aloae can make non-eterual , thaB 

known the Eternal Self. what the individual had done ia 

a former bfe would be lost, and further the consef|nences of 
actiona which he bad never performed, would accrua to him 
(in the present life).... II. 

(It is rejected) because the Self is eternal. For the 
diver^ties of the present world must have tiwir source in 
the wnseen retributive power of actions (adrista) —these 
diversities being inexplicable on, any other assumption, since 
th&b which is seen is trausitory—aad since the unseen power 
lioka Qti to prior stages of existence, the Saif as the locus of 
this unsem power must be beginning-less and also end-loss^ 
in aceordanea with the established induciion that a poaiti- 
yely existing thing eau have no and, if it had no boginmng 
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^ ^sri:trB[rs^a«i^T mt ^ ^«fT i 
^ ^^aFTc^rf^ s(tiT^nf?7f^pr ?f arr ! ^ ^'fir^titf^'psri^sf^: 

w f% RPtTtyrf^^fl^TT ?|!4^^r^: igcr^ q^T^TS I WT^ ?lf?as 

i^T^TS mU' 'q ■^qxf^- 

fi§[ffTfT%^rxf*i'3:’q^qT^xiT5xi‘Bsqq?aT^ 
If the Self were net eternal (anyafchii) it would follow 
that the retributive power of actions could not be realised 
and that t^he results of certain actions would accrue to an 
individna! who had not done those actions. And it is 
certain that the body and the sense-organs (adi), which are 
an agaircgate of prodncts, are not the Self; for they are 
non-oternal, are products and possessed of form, aronon-intel- 
ligeiife siAd limitedj&c. And that Veda is necessary follows from 
the fhOi that no other itn<^ar.s exists for the intuition of that 
eternal Self which ia e'»tablibhed m such passages as ^ Verily 
that Sf'ir is iniperishahU) and of an indwstnactible nature.’ 
With this view the word imporishabl'^, avyayam, was used (of 
the Self in our opening ver8c)'—tbat is imperishable of which 
no vt aya, d‘ struction laknownas regards either attributes or 
essentiil nature or parts, winch means that the Self has nei- 
thpr parts nor ai tributes, being otonially unchanged and 
infinite. 

3, An obji’ction is brought forw'ard in the form of a 
Ob.i.K,o„ Noev,denr«,naia,.j or qu^^stiou Is there any evidence 
ETtpernaturnl, for the Self. fot the Seif or UOt ^ If Jiot, 

then it follows that the Self does not exist, for we aro 
nob conscious of the exiftence of She horns of a man or hks 
imaginary objects, to which no source of evidence is applica- 
ble. If any evuhumc txihts, in it sensible or supersensible 
(ec. A'^tda) ? Kot tenai. le. For tl’o Self (as declared 
above ) is witli'Oit attnlmtfm (and only tliat winch posscsttfS 
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attributes can be known, through tl^e sensert) And siuoo 
the sense-nrgans onn mjike kiiotvn only exl^^rnal (li jot'te pos- 
sessing form fee,, there is no uieans of gaining a jx rcepdonfil 
knowledge of thelogioel rf-asord'" (middle ti-rm) as houig iHven- 
ably attended by the Self (or m’>j<>r term iior^.), -md (\i\ the 
absence of this knowledge, the imhiolion or univt-r'inl nu'i -r 
premise of the syllogiam esnuot bo formed), therefore the 
Self cannot be proved through a p?oceRs of inibrenco jS’or 
can the Self be known through what is tcchntofilly termed 
^verbal eiidertce, since it is not an object of jmrooption or 
inference ; nor posdbly even through the other HoQioee of 
knowledge (fcechmoaliy termed pres’>unpl‘4’'C evulm(c and 
eYidmoe from ’^non-pen eptton f)J an object ; for bfdh tho'-c 
are, in fehe first iisstanoe, dependent oij pore -ptioa 

wLxchj as shown above, is iiia,,pUc-i.bIe to the Sr If). 

Secondly, if the evidet'ce is sufieraeiifiibh, it uxav be 
asked. Is tlie Self made kt'.ewn (Ht. illumined) by the kno- 
wledge gained through Veda; or, while shining finfh 
lihrough gome other means, is it made an object of ( i, q 
invested by) Nei^-ci' noe, wiu(!ii is desf i oyed by knowkWge 
gained thiough Veda ? On tl'e first aho' native It follows 
that the Self !osef5 its seif-hood (-e. ciiHrnoi.rr of Biohman, 
laieliigenoe ), for it, must lie unintelligent, like earthen 

* ef VeawtAptritliWa t fRudit Jvwu&l Ntw Serin ^ oj r C t* ot sea 
T SL Tiv * S' 0i8 V V s«j 
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^ it 

!P?'?^T?5fS!js%¥f ^ '^T>jrirr??^5q'm%r q' ¥T 

?! 113 I q q d'1^TJ^%rj5q’srr sqsr- 

po'S &:c., ( wi'icli rt^qnrg jlLtiii[)r»ti<<n by Brahman before 
they Ofiiv become obj' cts fui our cotiaeiousnefs)^ iu that it has 
to bo iHimuned by the knowiMlfro gaiueJ ihrougli Veda. 
i^dop{,inJ; the ijthei rthernativc-, wJiai art* the c'ther means'? Does 
ilio S ir know ? Or m ii known ‘Jxrough gome other 
ovidiu.oe ? The fault ujc «s of the lailcr aaMmiutiuii 
having b«on exposed abov'e tim fojmer remahis to 
bo (lea.t with and is inadmissible : for a self-luminous 
Self eauncft be iii^'tshd by Nestsietme, no more than 
it is pO'Sible lo think of drrkuess as existing in the 
self-lunnnous sun ai noon. 

4 . i\ gainst tins, some tliinkors, keopitig in view the 

lUui by n Veiijiit:n of iho noiiio'- deiiiaiaD of boudago and emao- 
rows'll typo, who luohi a ”“•* c ip -i tiou, nai’f'o’W' Wdwitio mon- 

nlJo'-'o os't^uiHf'ut not apply, be- tv , 

oa'ise >ti ia lirohw.m .lud not tlio Ism fny teaching tjiat BraiiTnan 

foolf or 3iVbi (por£,oi) »i aoiitn'iiol tliab ^nd ilva Or pprs-Ooftl SbUtl^nCV 

ifl hO'onteii by N<Boitro;i. Tmi jiv iR i r t i 1.1 t i ^ 

Hro mail) Rinf lijstipel (loiu flnibiiiuu are uJSiilnCO) ailu fcllAij thb'jfQ 
Ni^seionco (ijsoiBo pi-i,iai/i,y. jj phjraijty of jivas), and 

not tobraiing the opinion that tho Seif (or jiva)j is an oiiject 
fur i c is invofeb.d by Btsience, mge the foilowing 

Knowers of tiio truth manitam that Nescience haa 
jiva as its locus and Brahman as ib object. Opposed to this 
Is tJic df’chi ration that the Seif (jiva) is an object for 
Nc'’cifer.ce .III. 

Oei tamly jIva iK ifitcndf d by the wojd SOf It is the 
loons of N<'Soiorice, A nd the jiras are manyj otherwise the 
tiauauiigratory oider of ilu'ngs could not be accounted for 

TUoa, he who has attained the know edge that ins Self la 
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Brahman, throui^h proficient practice in the laeans pres- 
cribed in the Veda termed '■‘'heanm/, pondering and deep 
meditation, is emancipated ; and he tv ho is without tSiis 
knowledge is in the bondage of the transmigiatory world. 

For the same reason Nescience also must be conceived of 
as a plurality. For if Nescience were a unity, theti as soon 
as one single si.ul had gained the knowledge (described aStove) 
there would be an end to Nefecienceand all its pioducta, whe- 
nce it would follow that the world whose Gxistence is given, 
in perception &o. wmuld no longer be an object of conscious- 
ness (to other souls). Nor can it be justly argued^that up 
to the present time no one has gamed such knowledge, 
For if such knowledge was not attained by ancient 
sages like Vyasa and Vasishtha, who practised all the 
means, principal and subordinate, for its attainment, its 
realisation by men of the present day cannot be imagined 
even to be possible : hence the latter would nut turn to 'he- 
aring’ and the other prescribed means, and it ’v^ould 
therefore follow that for them there could be no 
emancipation. 

5 Here a question may be askod Why should not the 

Why not bold the world to be dual ord<^r of things b® consider- 
iwiaB given Inexperience’ real, in acoordanoo with the 


of V*d jwtibh pMdit Vol Tii^p. 471. 
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iSfSF^ ?lf?S5 ’^STf ; ST \ STU: '^T5¥?Tfs3^TS- 

s^STIT'XITTCti ara ^TSf4?!TST?f^^SSf!ITlIRcTT;^^^^r|?f 
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t '*l’|fV?!I7r5RT?CEr^S 

dafca of perception and the other Bources of knowledge, just hs 
Nescience was assumed above to be a pjuraiifcy to accord 
with the tiansmigralorj order of the world? The .reply is as 
follows 


If the trustworthitiesa of perception and the oilier sour- 

Bfcniiae csperionoe cMLnot Touch CCS of knowledge IS proved by 
loritscratTuth: uor .8 ihoro any fcotne further evidenced hen dehrlw 

vouohorfoi It ilciidti Ktavelatiou >. ;> 1 1 j 

dt Clares the uni eahty of the wotUI. a TC('/VCbS'>iS iTl VUjimfwn results. 

If the brmtwor thine ss ia self proved, ibis vitiated by the 
doubt that (often) arises with regard to the knowledge sup- 
plied by perception &o. — IV. 

Whai) is this trustworthiness of perception &e Does 
it consist in the things known being such aa admit of prac- 
tical treatment in daily life ; or such as can never be 
proved unreal ? If the former, there is no opposition between 
your view and our own in that (we hold) Iheu the objects of 
perception &o. to he falsely surmised (unreal) objects. 

If the latter, then it may be at:kcd,-~-Is this trustwor- 
thiness self- proved or proved through some further evidence? 
Not self proved, for ptrceptioiij infer enoe, &c, being liable to 
error demand in support of their trustworthiness some further 
evidfiuoe which shall testify to their freedom from defect. 
Nor does their trustworthiness depend on any fuither 
evidence ; for a in infimtum remits, if the voucher 

for the trustworthiness of t!t@ cognition is a second 

■whose trufltworthiDeas has bcoa vouohad for ■{ by a third 
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cognition). And if the Toucher of the first cognition is ore 
whose trustworthiness is itself unvouchf-d for, then theaflcerfca- 
intuent of fhe trustworthme'-s of the first cognition is a use- 
less proceeding ; for certitude as to the object may as wtli 
he gained solely through the first cognition. 

Moreover, by the declaration of the unreality of the 


Bnhad , Up • IV 4-10. 


whole world, in such passages as 
'There is in it ( Brahman ) no 
diversity' and 'know that the ma- 
Svetas . Up IV, 10. tetial cause of the world is M.ly ii' — 

{in the first passage) by means of the negation (of duality ) 


with regard to (Brahman, which is) the substrate of lha 


erroneously smmised (woild), and (in the second passage) by 
means of the qualification that the material cause of the 
world is Maya (umval) — S'lnti also declare, s the untruatwo-- 
rthiness of perception, lufeieuce &o. which make knovui 
the VJ'i'old 


Hence out of a rega-d both for the tranarnigrafcory ordor 
of things and for the plural form of the word Mii.ya, in the 

t xt, Indra of many forms goes 

Eig Veda, IV. 47, 18. 

along by his magic powers,’ it 
must be maintained that Nescience is aplurality^ residing iu 
the jivas and investing Brahman The Self or jiva cannot 
therefore be Supposed to be an object for %, a. invested by 
Nescience. This la a, sinuiuary of the views (of § 4), 

* A Vedantic technicality, u.-iually exphuuacl by 
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6. Wibli rogatd to the sbove views some lupy ask — ■ 

Do the woicts jivft and Bralmian deiutte one substance 
or Lv.o ? One, you say ? To this I a^ree. Two substances ^ 
Til" Vfiintiu of I IS ryfutci! tij a.i Xht (i yolir lonet ( (if h’lo* 


o'ti}Kti!C’ut ^vlilJ ndoy'lhi^ti' iiTn** 'bt- 

\i\iX jv^oi'oii^ Vj’ddni^ of OUT i^n 


nisui, hC Diahnif'.n 


ill® 


t))or, t'O Jivii r,mi BT.thTOiiii nrp willj- sole Sub^tpiUCe ) JB illV&li" 

„ _ J i?... ■--. — -fti .iivU fiiliLtvtTrT ^ 


011(1 ind tliu F' iT>e tli'jafih I'liJhoiy ima' 


^ iijtid ihroKffh KFbeii-'rH-iJ to Ih 2 UnSsuLi. 


daMd,..V 


Is only Lbo Self deuote.i by both woidit jiva and Brah- 


nian 


L)r does the ivord jtva dar.ora the Si.lC, aud the woid 


Bi'ai.man d( note F.onv tismg ftlao ? If bodi iimrds deuoie tha 
fciFif. bow can tb'^ Sslf not be an otj-ei. lo- Nfsdeiico'^ For 
by the word Brahnsau (3011 sey ) the Self intenced (and 
Bialimati yoa hohl to bo an obj-ot for Nescianee, cf v. 3 )- 
i\ gainst thifi yoa may argue that if the Seif were an objeeb 
for Nescience, it could not shine Ji^rth as being irvolvcd in 
dfirkne&s ( NeFciencn ), Jn«G as an efirtbeii pot. iuvolvt^d ui 
dflrhneaSj is not visible. Ni...t so. For only in its character 
of the sole Iteality and S'licremo Bii^is is tlio Sdlf a’l ubj( ofi 
ibr Neycienec, Rince it is onl_y to the Self ns IntcHigencp that 
the eduiracter af shimnrj f<jf'/Jt beb-og^. And the Self as Xntel- 
hconcd canui t bn an (‘l.yct f<u’ Nef^c:eiiciy Fr if thir iicto 
yrasildcj ibo f’d«teio''c “i' NgscUt-CO could -uit ho funv.-d ( foi 
if Ntso cuco Jn^o vec the faclfj there won be do witness of 
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Nesoienee). Again, you aiay urge that the Self, as the sole 
Bshlity and as supreme Bliss, la identica,] with Intf lligence 
Tiiis is quite frue from the standpoint of absolute truth How 
then, it may bo asked, is the being an object for Neeciance 
fixed on the Self aa the one Reality and sup» erne Bliss ^ 
Through an eternally established connexion of Noaciouca 
(with the Seif). Although, in reality, the Seif shines forth 
as self-luminous, absolute and blissful, a differentiation of it 
into parts is falsely imagined through Nescience ; hence the 
Self in its character of the one Reality and sopremo Bliss la 
said to be an object -for Nescience. It is due to this false 
knowledge that the Self is said to shine forth in its character 
of Bliss, But why, you ask, is this knowledge said to be false^ 
Because the Self, in this very character of Bli«Sj does slfina 
forth as the object of our highest love.* You urge^ however, 
that the difference between the locus and object of Nescience 
was not declared by us to be absolutely real ( — which we ought 
to have done, for Neeeienoe being a power, saKti, demands 
that its lcou3 and object should be absolutely distinot). True, 
we did not set forth the difference as absolutely real ; for 

The locus and object of Nescience are identical. For Ne- 

Aa darkness resides within a house Science is a Mnd of datkness and 
and pervades It, so Neseience resides i« known as the external darkness 
in and pel vades Brainpan Hence, as in thecabeofex- 

tevnak darkness, its looue and object are identical VI 

• At ihowa in our detiro to livo of P&nohadttl I, 8 
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For the thing deny tod by the woid daikneas does not 
require that its ioous and ohjtet si^ould bo different. For 
daikness wittiin a house mskea anobjt-cfc of the space within 
Ilia housp, while this space tsitaeif ihe locus of the darkness 
so that no space oilier than that wiiihi-n the house need be 
sought fur aa the object of the darkness. Hence (ou (le. since 
locus and ohjecfc of Nescience are identioai^ tlie other altorua" 
tivt*( viK,, that the words jfva and Brahnisu denote two 
differonii substance?, is inaainissible. hloreorpr, 

If Dj ahinan and Uie Seif (jjiva) are dialinct, their differ- 

( ?> ' I’hti diH!iwut.ioii into jivfli (Soifj eiice iiiu^t either natural (sc, 
RDri iirA-imiin viiuliy un>varr,intcd . coiistituted by the nature of ©aob) 

or due to external limitations. In eUlu r case the diffeience 
is aUogbthfer incapablo of proof.. .Yll, 


If the diffarenco is natural, it follows that Bmliaian as 
'5 ha cdattiounn not lieiermuied fiom beiii<^ different from Self is un- 

wiMnn, for tlioti lirahma-bood anU .. , //» sr * ^ n i'v 

fcuiihooi woniaboai bh, end ‘ infcdiigeiit (tor Self laifhelligenl) 
And if this is so, the S'uiti passage, ‘Braliman is Iniellige- 
nce, Bhss’ is contradictech And If unintelligent^ Bralinoar 
emnot bo the object of Ne«cj8nee (aa held in § 4 , for wha- 
tever j.s unintelligent is Nesuienco, and lo Assume tlsat Nea- 
cifiios invests iiself is ulle ) , siidj further, it would follow 
thiU tlie Self, as being different from Braliinati, would iosr 
its se f ood (go its n suTute pervaaiva seLfpreseutat T 
character) to become ike earthei i>nts &c 



KLSO'inn^, tlio oi'lj pnstll'i'j L -tuuirnal 
dotixaua.Mit iii I'iiiE' oii'ic, ear. bo nrthei 
ea=o, actual or lic?icul, tlio clKtiiu. 
men, nor subject la v, 'jiuh tLo rtiitino 
tiOn shoxi cl mboiE sj att-jln'lo. 
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Oil tUe oobei" alternative tliafc the difference beiwi-en iu'a 
and B ahman i^ dutj to external iiniitrttion, ib may bo asked, 
'ter aotcrunned Eroiu .-vithout for iJoeS t’^li'i imuLati''n (Jiui'dst in 

bbo dsflVrenct! beiu^' an tllOt 
piodnced I'.y tfui Inuitiusr ciiful 
turn £iij it*! nausPj or in ihe dd- 
tereiiOe boin|if iivade known Lbro 

ngh the linjiung youdiiion, one it some other kind of cl(.Jp<“i 
deiioo on the huiiiing condition? It lunstbe psemiBed thalNi- 
science ia the only Iluiitiiig oonditiou possille with regard 1 1 
the dsflbrsnce betweEn jiva amd Brahman : tor tbo |u<>doC(K 
of N<sciones (50. mind, seu.'ie-nrgnns <Gc.), as being lempour 
ry, cam ot be the condifcinns detomnnuig tho diUhiKiioo bfet» 
wtenjlvd, and fil'd 1 a.1 11, : for the prodnots oi Nej-ciinco dele- 
rmiising the dxTribiite bttustn jiv * and Ihfdiiiniu ( — 11 ih^ 
ffeieiGC tvhioh in the Vedan'a ta 1 eld to lie eleina) (d) anUi 
anadi — ). To oontider these alkiuaiivea. Tlie tit at is in™ 
admnsible, Vi'2.1 Nu^etcuee hs theiitnitingcondinh n la tbecau'.o 
ot the dirierr'iicfc, sc th'-'iff'cb. FojjSUica Nesenmoa has loin 
piovedto have existed in the undiHVrenccd feeif exonbefre 
ths diHereiioe beevvosu jiva and Brahmaii hrouyht about, 
the dihhrentiation is uunecessaiy (—thb Yr'dantiu of § 4 , di- 
Etingui&hed betwetu jiva and Brahoi'ui m order to pn-vido 
Nes&ii:iice ■with locus and object , but me idf-nlity of the 
latter B proved in G et seq.—). Aid Nemience 
cannot be adontted as an independent et tii\ ("C, it. inu?-t havti 
a locus some whole mid embrace aome olij'-ot : hetmw the 
sumption of a 'differentiation into jiv.i and Bialiman effe- 
cted thiough Nescience ia umiccs'^s.rj ). Nor is the second 
eltcri alive a aiisijih e for No cienoe t ic 1 uit ng cjnditioi 
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Lfciiip; jt'^ylf uidutelliueiirj can make known ('life, illumine) no- 
l!iH'^. Nor is the Untd adniv-sibie. For the kinds of cFi)eiicle' 
tiro ooniiisnialy roooonisod ate thier, viz, ths prooehaion of an 
e'leet from a cause , the attaohmeot, nf an nb'iibute to a subs- 
tuitj ; the oognitional reia'icn hetworn soiiiething made kno- 
wn and that which makes it knovvn. And suicoj in the pre.« 
boot case, neilhrr of those kinds of dependence is possibe with 
jejjjard to NosciuTU'G, depeodeuou on a hinifcit'g co!uiir.io« oanriob 
fourttilute the dilFn-uoo betwcotF jiva and Ijiahinau. Nor 
call it be urged that tlie diffrience befcwet'n jiva and Brahoiau 
is drpendenco on Nesoionce, ilke ihe re'ation which oxi'^ts 
between Nescience and the Self,-'' jiva, ('C a rehiliois not 

* J'.otli eaitsin find eocjHitioflal rylafiion iiavutjf Lcicr. ')ho^Vl^ to bp isiappliufibl 1 o 
NijjtiHUQo, lUe 'lUnlutivt' xpl‘\tioa roui.inn‘5 to bo diapoacd o£ laus diiSorcneo 
( uhtdii ) is iippsitioii (.vdli.iva) : I'Vtiy nui;,i!.ion hns.^ itB poimts! piltily (pi'Atiycci I 
ih 0 wliioh js Kop'iUed, and ixsidva in a lopvia ( anuyc"i stnsd 

oi locus usui nUo in snob "i oeao M 'wbetu i» 

also used ni 'kuso oi otnor U»au Uio iiritiyo *i tlius, tho judijuiiai, 

‘ )iv.i niid Hritlun'iunk diflaninO’' in ly Im ol'iti'Ame £vpfo3“ttl by 'the ncijatlon of 
jua rcauIoB m nrahumii nnd Jiaa jjva as its cocntoi'aiUitj’— Jli^T cT" 
q:^^_«_aad Wtcicrsu, by Hue negattou ot Cralnuan itsidea 
in jivn andhas Ovaltman as -ts oouuter t‘Tililj’-g^i£|pi(q?^Tl-5KT i 5 riSJl%C^lh^t 
tlip kvijs (anuj ogi 1 or tlm dui:i<n.uue is tiihoT ]iva ot Brah- 

ni in, imd not ajnmia But aynna tmy vpt bfc a lo<'u'> Cos tin'i diflcuncp betm ji a pi a 
aiid 1 rhi'ui in — an op)ioii<ii,L is siippospiHo j.r'jriii , — it lihi'dii lit. rcganlcl as lelatiot, 
(i, uiinamlli v) m i ho toebnn , h! Licntii' ol somctlung .ipi tl imi'ii uni liiduiigon to, the 
tolab d ( saiiiliiiuill'i 1 I hus ib'' diifopi'noii hctVLon jiva pjhI JitEtiiiii'it! in ghc 

b (-11111 lynd oi as sanibiunlhi i-'iistiug nut only bi t-' n tboBo but ttlfeo botnuen 

till su and 11)11 uifi, and tbii', (indma; « Jut-’is m <visiaa.i 'J'bnto'it replica, dilnn'ciusc 
IE' gfitiuii) IS not tliL toahuK-'il »'ul6tuMi—^^?i€3 ^ bega- 
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only between Brahman and jiva but also between these and 
Nescience). For with regard to relation the restrictive rule 
is that relation ia dependeuea on the things re'ated ; and 
difference is not relation (in the teehnieal senae of mnihandha 
or a link chat joins on to two things, while it is itself different 
from them), Bence Nesoienoe takes as its focus the Self, 
which iafiee from differentiation into jiva and Btahman, and 
makes the Self its object. Thue the Self has been proved 
to be an object for Neaoienca This ooncluaion haabeen decla- 
red thus ‘Undifferenoed, absolute Intelligence is tlie 
locus and object of Nescience. Fur ttfeb which fo'lows from 
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locus nor object rf Neseienoe. 
7. Nevertheless, it may be 


previously existnig Nescience 
(sc. jiva and l4vara) is neitlier 


a^ked (by the Vedantin of §i), 

what proof is there of Nescien- 
ce being a unity or a pluralUy- 
It is a unii 3 ', vre Bay> Wiiat 
proof of this, (he asks) ? We reply ; — ■ 


(e} Neseienoe, for wJjo'^Q existence 
only presamptive evidence is' louad, 
mu'st be a unity, in acoonlanee wtil. 
vlie U« of parairaony 


Of the reality of Nescfonce there is no evidence, 
revealed or human. If Nescience is to be assumed as 
the cause of certain visible effects (so this woild), then, in 
accordance with the law of parsimony, Nescience must be a 
unity and not a plurality... VIII. 


Is Nescience proved by Veda ; cr by perception &o., sc. 
inference and human testimony ; or is it assumed to acoouut 
for the world of esperieuce, which cannot olherwiaa 
be accounted for ? 
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Ndt by Veda. For the earlier portion of the Veda (ka- 
nuakanda) ia devoted to rituilj, and the later portion (Veda 
nt& proper) expounds only Brahman, the Absolute, Esistenoa 
Intfcilij/Hiicfi, Bhsejnince in this declaration of Biahman as tho 
only Beal, tlie intended result of the Veda (sc. cessation of 
pam and attainment of absolute Bliss) is secured. And since 
this result would nob follow in the Case of Nescience and its 
products being declared real, the Veda docs not set thtse forth. 

Nor by perception, inference or human testimony. For if 
by any of these Nescience*, were clearly proved, controversy 
would be at au end, And since there is no evidence for Nescie-' 
nee it must needs be granted that Nescience is assumed to acco- 
unt for the otherwise inexplicable pi eduction of an unreal world, 
a complex of joys a.nd pains, by the unrelated, passive, ever blea- 
ted and aabi-fied Being, For there is no other course apart 
this assumption of Neacionce. Aceoidiiigly, in the debate 
as to whothei:' this assumed Nescience is a unity or a plura- 
lity, the just conclusion is that, as in the case of dreams, 
the defective nature of sleep, which ia a unity, is known to 
produce, a variety of objects, so in this case presumptive 
evidence, seconded by the law of parsimony, ia satisfied in 
the acceptance of Nescience as a unity possetiaing manifold 
pow'ers, Moreover since Nescience is the limiting condition 
Jiva nUo a unity . dofisod aaaording of jiva and is a Unity, the Self 
tothisTiew. ooiiditioned by Nesciencf^, i e. 

jiva, ia a unity • thus declare those who ho’d that iiva is 
a unity 
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S'l ui-i al'30 tleckres whst tb'? ftb'>ve "issumption 09tal)!i« 
shed (sc. Nescience and jiva ^s u'litie^). ‘TliPreis one iinhorn 
(femalpj^ led, white and biack, p oducing uniform, nutnifold 

Sveta^ L'p. IV s suppori-s this ollbpnn" 'J’heio is iiidood 

Tii- 17 . For var ko cf S'iCi&ri XiooU, ons UtiliOro (illalt) vvIjO^ ioViii*^ 

liv. J>er, lies by Ji-r This otlm'r 

unborn leaves her ihrough whom he has h*>d hig fill of 
enjoyaionh' The meaning of thia passage is as follows , — 
Siiice Nescience la to be declared ( in the second f]n'irter of 
the above versd) as the oausa of the unreal world, the doubli 
aiises whether Nescience is a product or nob It is nob a 
product as shown by the word wiborn of the text. Nor ciii 
it be said that there is no word in the t^.xt for NestlGnCc, 
for the adjective unborn withe a feminine termination deno- 
tes Nescience (avidy a,, fcm.). In the vro’d one a pluiality 
of Nescience as made up of the three ganas is able bo pio- 
dace mani&ld products. In the word unborn (maso) tlie (ext 
deiiifes thar jiva, which is oonduiuned by Nescience, is a 
product. In the word one the plinaiity of jTvas is domed. 
It might be obj- oted that a plurality of jivas is a mattor ot 
common Lxpericnecj and the unity of ili.a i«, tlmvefoj o, not 
posiible Lo moot! this o ec ion tl o text showa by tbe'word 
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indeed, wihich expres^tes something wel^known, that the non» 
differentiation (t-e. unity ) of jiva is prociaimed in the Upani- 
shads and is proved by argument Again, it may be objec- 
ted that since jivais Identical with the self-luiiiinouw Brahtaan, 
it cannot have any other mode of existence. This objection 
is mat by the word lief hyi which means that jiva approa- 
ches Neseiehce and lies as if asleep ,4 i. e. being involved in. 
hf eseience, jiva’s eye of knowledge is closed, 'Afb&rwardsj 
jiva, loving i. a, serving Nescience in ths form of objects, is 
involved m the bonds of the transmigratory world, just as 
the dreamer is engaged with the objects of his dreams. 
It may be objected that Nescience being etetuai ab antemueb 
be indestructible-— from which it would follow that final 
emancipation is impossible. This objeotiion is met by the 
words he leaves her, i. e. he puts an end to Nescience by the 
intuition of the real nature of Self attained through Srati, 
Again, it may be asked, why should the Saif approach Nesci- 
ence, if the latter is to ba abandoned ? The reply is that 
r 0 eour.si 0 to Nescience is indeed for tha sake of enjoyment, 
because enjoyment is effected through Nescience. Thejfvn 
abniidona it when through intuition of the Seif he deems Nes 
Ciynop worth ew Hence the compoun 1 in text must be rero 
Wed thus her through icham n^ijo jment has bee i erijoyed 
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Here an objcction'may bB taken t!)at einoe assoeiation 
■tvilli Nescience as aa attribute is estsaUal ftir jiva»liood, 
Nescience must form a part af the nature of jiva ( se Nes- 
cience as tlie attribute portion, vis-^shan'r, falling witliin jiva, 
the subject poitioi', visashya ), How ihen is tbc di^claration 
of trie text possible, viz, ji'va abaii<ions Nefcieuce, ( i„ 
abandons apart (f itself)? To meet ibH objeonon the text 
Euppliesi the words, tka' other nnhorn, ». 'e, ibe unborn 
ji 7 a Avbicli is difftreiit from Nesdeoce. For jlva-bood ia 
nos constituted by the presence ivithio it of Nescience as an 
essential attribute, since Nescience is uiunritiligenb and 
jiva 13 intelligent. And for this reason Nofcierice is bald 
( by 3!>n!s Vodiiritins ) to be a limiting condiiiotij upadhi^ 
^and, iiOt an essent'al attribute, vibtshhpa^ oi'jiva.^:' 

8. If there is oidy onejivaj what basis ‘have you fop 


Objeo'ica • if ji ’o ia f> uisii”, then 
tliel.raiiS'ai,4r‘ilfi''y o?dfi ofihan^orld 
j)6’om83uieM!.t,'HJle . ''et, by Bhcwing 
ibit til- obytcUoi. itsf-lf jsbBstd on the 
UJSfjhuosctihia Goaseiousiifrae whsch 
eobtc Jada tlio body T.iib the b’e’f.jiva- 
lilaiUatiat'B fi'oa the potions Qt the 
firtam- world end of the Yogln. 


bondage and emancipation I 
Accept for these, we repljj pre- 
cisely that basis which is given 
in expr-rietiCd ; fur they are mat- 
ters of expel i-iice ; as are, obje- 
cts seen in dreams... IX. 


Theprehniinary doubt is, How if jiva is one only, can this 
settled bider be accounted fory viz, tnat one man is emanci- 
pated and another is bound 1 What is the eontrjidictioa 
here, wu ask I None, for duality is directly given in experience. 


• SWHpftdlU T ■mhaa*, it, Ted prulbh Pmndib Vol TIL pp, 450 51 &gU 
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^ If it be ftigued'thst (on the singlf-jiva theory) a ooitsei- 
ouBTi(-fis of duality is impossili'e, becaus'e the wliole woild would 
be at an end as soon a'i one nuati wss em>tncipatedj we reply* 
not 80 ; for, in as much as we admit that mind, sense-organs 
&c j as sviverally necessary, do exist as products of Nescience 
(ss- are unreal), the existence of instruments for this consci- 
ousness of duality is provided for. If furtlier you urge thati 
the eotiscioasness of du-ility is impossible, because in the abse- 
Bco of an object to he knoivii (sc. a real duality) the instta* 
mentality of mind, sense-organs &c. in regard to such cone- 
ciousuefs is impossible, then you must declare what sort of an 
ohj'-ot IS necessary (to make the c> nscmusneas possible). Is 
the required ohjf ct one 1 hat shall me^t the dtmands ol common 
experiouce (sc such as shall be rta! to the unphilosophso cons- 
ciousness of the many}? Such duality is provided fur (by our 
admission above). Or do you dwtnatid an absolutely real 
duality? Siioh there cannot be ; for liofcbiog but unity is the 
teaching of the Veda, sinea it is with tins as its resiilt 
that the Veda id connected. And since all duality with 
regard to the substrate (Bialimai<) of the etroneously 
imagined (world) is denied iu tho passage ’Brahmati is aot 
thisj not this,’”’' tlie falsity of such dui-dity is proved. 

A gain it may bo urged that the knowledge of Brahmsu pos- 
aesaed by Vamadeva and other Rishsa is declared in the Veda 
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itself: (*h!S knowledge consSituies emancipatioB, these 
Ksfehis were therefore enianoipatfcdj and the Veda therefore fca- 
acuea a plurality ofjivas.aome bound and some emanojpated), 
Trasj we reply, as regards deelarauon of a knowledge of Bia* 
hman, but the passage does not deeiare a plurality of jtvae. 
Tu the further objection that this plurality must be assumod 

in order to save tbs meaning of SVutJ from oontradiotmn, 
wa reply that this assumption ia inadmissible as oo'ntradmtory 
of another S'roti passage declaratory of the unity of jjvg 
(which unity is) the undoubted meaning of Shut], ' 

Another aljection—itwiilfollow on thesingle-jiVa theory 
that when one person Is emancipated all persona will be ejua- 
noipated, This objection is to be set aside, for the quastiou 
of alZ fas implying a plurality of really existing j!r«s)' 
nob he raised against the holder of the single-jiva view (whh 
denies the re»! existence of such plurality, 

YeUhejirss are many, it is urged, aa proved by qup 
eoDsciouane&s. Well then, we reply, ktthia order of plurality 
he admitted on the same footing with that of dreams, A.sL 
inst this it may be argued that as in a dream the only real 
person is the dreamer and all the other persons m the dream 
are falsely imagined, eo (on the above assumption of the 
dreaming &pd waking states being on the same footing) in 
cbe waking state there can be only one real person, all the 
rest bpp-g falsely imagined by him— and this being go, there 
Wiil be uncertainty &s to which out of the many persona is 
the mdy real person, while owing to this 'uncertainty 
po mmt wiS apply himseif ta thfl presofib^ wean^ of 
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emanoipatioa tarmed ‘ hearing ’ ko.y and stnce th© pres- 
cribed maatja will not be employed, it will fulW tiiafc ibop® 
will be em-iDoipatioa for cou^. 

In reply to the above we would say to the objecfor.-— 
You are indeed in error, holding ag \ou do that the body k 
the Self. How so, he asks. Listen J wlint is cueant by your 
statement that in a dream other jivaa »re falsely imagined by 
,tjhe dj earner. ? Bo you mean that bodies under such tiamaa 
as gbdsj gandharvas &c. are imagined ? Or that many jivaa 
are perceived in our sense of the. word jlva, so. that which 
has Nescience as its limiting adjunct, and that one of thee® 
jivas is real and the rest unreal. 

Thn former interpretation will nob avail you against us, for 
©vea if the bodies (in the waking state) are unreal, the pos- 
eibiiity of emancipation jg not overthrown (which was the point 
you urged against us above). For we do not say that the per- 
son qualified to enter on ‘hearing' and the other means of 
einanerpstwn is the body, or Intelligence limited, to a body— 
which statement would have exposed us to the charge of pro* 
posing alternatives- (so, as to which <f the jiv»s thus dagned 
is real) without giving reasons to compel the adoption of one 
or other of the alternatives. Nor is the latter interpretation 
apphoable, since in dreams a plurality of jivas is not percdvedj 
Hsiag jira in the eeuBO of that which is oonditioired by 



s?tsi?3t i «wifcf 

sfR¥?f u^^rnm ??'?!f 

uih 5!?ll^fiTaT^ I SfSf 

fa(r?TJisf^SS53r^ f!T^^- 

?w ^ ftiicr^gf % I 

Nescience.* For A. or ‘thfifc wii:Glj is cotxrifcionefi by ths 
Ne3eietlc^ aasncwiied with A’ omnot he perceived by B stmi* 
larly defined (none can be immediately cniiscious of another's 
ignorance or knowledgp). Stdi you uige that a plurality of 
j!vaa is inferred £ro u the (viiible) actions of the gevetal 
bodies. We repiy Hint the mferetice will not hold ; for the 
actions of vauous bodies maybe proved to result from a 
singie jtva, as is hUe oaae with the Yogin’a body,^'’ which, as 
the Nmyay I lifts teach, assumes a v«nety of niaiuf^Rfaiions. 
You may further urge that as in the case of the Yogin who 
recognises himself as real and the bodies he has created as 
false ", so in the case of jiva thrre must be a rccoguiticin of 
itself as realj and of tha oiheig as falsely imagined by it. We 
yep\y that euoh reongnttion lis to bd admitted in the e?tte of 
]sva defined aa i^that whicii has Nescience as its hinitiag 
adjunct' and not as ‘tliat which is limited to s body’, fim, in 
the e^i^am pie also, such recognition does not pert^un to ihe 
bodies created by the Yogin, since his Self alone is the 
recogniaer. 

And since the Self (jiva or Intelligence conditioned by 
Nescience) is the only knower, the Intelhgence confined 
to the foot), even in one and the same body, is not coosoioua 
of a pain felt by the Infeefiigaocewhich is confined to ihtj head, 
as the common expasiencej *my foot is at ease^ asy head 
pains,* shows. Thua we have proved that the common 
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view of ft plurality of j^yas ' is due simply to tbe error of 
oonfout'ding the body with tbe Self. 

NevettlielesB ib may be asked, bow la the waking state 
is this 0 'nseiou'^ne’B of a plara’ity of jlvo-g to be explainod 
^if jiva i>* really aunity ? Jji^teu attentively, There is rr-ady 
but one Self, ill its own nature ebetaal, absolute, intr-Iiigcnt, 
freej made known irrthe UpaniJ^Imds only. Tins S-!f, n'-gooi- 
ating itself with Nescience becomes jiva and fa'sely sarniiBea 
the bodi s of'godsj men &o.,for wtioae fenjoymehb it orflate^s, 
as means, the egg oi Brahma and the fourteen wof Ids. Of these 
bodies one is a god, another is a man. There la Hir^nyagubha 
the creator of ail things, Vishnu th« preserver, ami Uudra 
■who destroys the world at a pra'aia or final resolution. 
These three have tlie rajas, gnttva and tamas qualities tes- 
pectivtiy as their ImiKingcpnditiou'*, to which all their poweis 
are due. Then again there the iiiHi vidua! nmn. whe 
thinks within lituiSeT^I am the .son of a Braimmn ; having 
served tlie Gods in pfija efie. and acquired ^ot-a* mg’ and die 
other prescribed means I foh4l gun etiancipaHon. In al 
these Tonus the Self, though it-ully isvara ( Bialimais) u 
dt^ceived in the waliiig state. Agam, the Self having pub 
an end to the world of waking emisciousness asdeacilbei. 
above and a led by the dofeots i f sleep, eurrrtis&a in d ean ^ 
a wor d preo ae y simi at ta that of waking, false y mjagmin 
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tlius ;— Vasiahtha and other j^ishis won emancipation,, when 
through then bodns and aense-organs they had pspeiieocnd 
the results of their aotions , other men are bound ; I too 
am bound, miserable m the bonds of transmigration, I ahaU 
obtain emancipation. Then again the Self puts an end to 
this dream and enters on the waking state, or that of dream- 
less sleep in which there is an end to all suoh false imagini- 
ngs, Since this is the case, the Self which is one only, abso- 
lute, self luminous and wholly blessed is, through the influenee 
of its associate N’escience, termed ,pva, the transmigrating 
individual Nor other than this Self can any transmigra- 
ting individual be conceived of ; thus we have clearly proved. 
When through such Sruti passages as 'that thou art’ 
this same Self (termed jiva) has gained intuition of Brahm wi (so. 
recognise 1 its identity 'wiih Brahman tha absolute)— 
the Self with its sin destroyed by the store of merit 
acquired during a beginning-less round of transmigrations, 
possessed of dispassioa &o. and profiolent, through the grace 
of the S'astraa and of a teacher, in -‘hearing’ d£o, whioh have 
been practiced fa thfuUy and continuously then the Self 
Wome* what is oommon y (regarded as an emano pated 
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man and is) described thus — ‘ be has pat an end to Nescience 
and aJl ifert product'’, he is self-contained in that Bitsa which 
is hia real nature, he is returned to that greatness which is 
hie real nature, he is emancipated,’ 

In that state of eoaanoipationjso, when knowledge of Brah- 
man has been gained by one^ there is left no jiva other than 
that one ; nor for this reason does any nnperceived order of 
really exist —here ®es the esoteric truth of the matters 
9. If the existence of things when unperceived ia an in- 

Objeotion : the vjew that the ease of 


thmga 36 pCraipS (which is a part of the 
liva-umty theory) is opposed at ones to 
coKjaioii sense and to theespreaa, teach- 
ing of the anoienta as to three kinds of 
existence: — paramdrthikt Batt!S,iBal esis- 
isocp, sc that ot Brahman alone ; pra- 
tibhSsiki, the osee of which is perojpi, 
sc that of obiects of the dreitn-- world 
and of those erroneously imagined in. 
tbs wakmg state ; vySvahSiiki. praoti- 
cnl existence se. that of objects of 
waking ooMoiouanesB. 


admissible assumption, pray 
how is common experienes pos- 
aibie ? For no man grieves 
for an object, thinking it des- 
troyed merely because he seas 
it not,.,X. 


An opponent asks how we concluded above that ^ for ibk 
reason no un perceived order of duality really exists’, seeing 
that some thinkers have maintslned a real existence for a 
dual order also even when no perceived; and adds that it wasjusft 
because duality exists though unperoeived that ancient 
Vedanta teachers taught three kinds of existence ; and that 
this three-fo d division of existence wil not stand, if the 
existence of an unporceivod object b denied for then thera 
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can be only fcwo Idods of existence, viz , the absolutely real 
(paraTOarthiki) and the merely perceptional (pr.ltltiikl). If (he 
continues) the existence of an unpereeived object is deniedj it 
should follow that iha man, who leaves son and home and 
herds and all other souyces ofjoy_, should die weeping and 
consumed by soriow in the conviction that these luvtd obiects 
exist not, since he no longer beholds them. 

Here the oppoaeht (speaking in v, 10) might be asked 
by way of objection, why experience of a dual order of things 
whose existence is merely perceptional is not possible m the 
waking state, as it is possible in the dreaming state, (for aJi 
schools hold that the esse of the dream-world is percipi). 
This objection he would pub aside, because the waking and 
dreaming states are dissimilar : for whereas the latter state 
is put an end to by waking knowledge, there is no sublatiou 
of the world in the waking state previous to an intiiifclon of 
Erahman, To fcha opponent’s view they rejoin 

The man who maintains three different kinds of existence 


Mei ^he eoanaon seiiBe view tLat 
a thmij esiatB «ive3i when tmparceived 
IB beset With diffienlties : ABoitnt te- 
aehejs admitted vyivahank! flatta only 
out of a kmil ?cgard of the ueede of 
the vulgar mmd 


must be asked whether he holds 
duality to be real or unreal, Heal 
it cannot be. If unreal (non-exis- 
tent, asatya) ; how can existe- 
nee (sattva); be three-fold 


Does the opponent prove that an object exists even when 
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unpercsived by mainlaitiiog that the dual order is either ab- 
solutely real or is what is technic illy termed inexpUcahle^'’ ? 

The former alternative will not hold, for an absolutely 
real duality must be rejected on the (already shown) rejection 
on the trustworthiness of perception, inference and other so- 
urces of evidence, (ef v. 4). 

If the latter alternative be adopted, it may be ashed whe- 
ther this merely apparent existence was observed in any 
instance prior (to the inffcrenee whicli establishes a merely up* 
parent order of duality), or not ? If not observedj how, m 
the absence of an instance confiimatory of the inference, is 
the merely apparent existence of the world, beginning with 
the subtile element ether, to be proved. If it be replied that 
the snake, which erroneously appears in the place of the rope 
seen at night, is a well known instance, among others, of a 
merely apparent object, then, it being premised that the exis- 
tence of the world beginning with ether is precisely similar 
to the existence of the snake in the exampla adduced, the 
question remains to be discussed whether the object-world 
exists even when unperceived, or only so long as perceived. 
If an existence independent of perception be surmised for the 
world, the example (sc. the existence of tiie snake) and the 
ease in point (sc. the existence of the world) do not saSioi- 
ontiy correspond, because of the dissimilarity (with regard, 
to the snake whose esse is admittedly peicipi). 

" An inexphaalk objent in on 8 that merely appears iti consoiousneEs 'is socue 

Hung e more than noth Dg aast and jet is proved by esperienoe to h« Isaa 
that] ml Brshm&n Hence I a nexp ah or a prodnetof iLijj. 
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Nor against: us can, be urged the case''of the man^ who 
leaving homo ought (as a logical cotisequeoce of our vifcw> 
you said) to weep for his dear ones, beoausc certain of their 
non "existence, For we do not say that ho is eonvmcod of 
their non-existence So long as no evidence subversive of hia 
belief in their existence is forthcoming ; and;, further, because 
we have shown that all experi-suce is like that ofdse&ms, [In 
dreamsj the esse of all objects is percipi, admittedly ; and yet 
the draamer weeps not for his absent sou]. 

Nor csEL it be argued that there is a difference between 
the states of dreamisg and waking, in that the former is destro- 
yed by W'akiog knowledge ; for in neither case, while the 
error lasts, is any aubiation (of either state) admitted. Nor 
js there any inconsequence in holding that there is a 
Bublation of error on the application of evidence ; for none 
would say that, when the error has been reinovedj there can 
be any further dealings with the erroneously surmised objeot, 

Noc is the view of a two-fold existence contradictory of 
the older view of a three-fold eshterica ; for while anomnti 
teachers e, g. Sarvajga Muniin the Sanikshepasaiiraka T, 1, 
178) did not abandon the poeituin that the existence of a 
dual order of things is depend out on the pefoeption of if;, they 
taught a third kind of existence (the so called praciioctl) to 
satisfy the deluded vulgar. For although tiie esse of the 
world is percipi, there ia no contiadictiou in maintaining the 
praotioal as a third kind of existence, if attention ia hud to 
those mterniediato differenoea (bo between the waking and 
dxsaming Atat^s) which the tin philosophic are persuaded of 
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10 Ifforfc*4eli cognition there ia a separate object (as 

Objeatioa Ifeseeidporoipi, reco&ai- BtlUSt be the Casa OD tbe View 
tion ( whicli iQiplisa aonUaaity of the thrtli the aPSe of tbings ifi 
oijeot) would ba impoaaiblo. Aaswr : pe ci^a), thenvou nausi espisia 
rcoogaitiQti Itaalf la esror hoW recogultiori ib possible (foO, 

how the present object is recognised ai the identical one pre- 
viously known). The reply is th.i* the recognition ni this ins- 
tance is 1 . piocisely sitniUr to the leeog .iuun in the case of 
tho imaginary snake ibserved s i iul’aoe msly by tenaien 
(each declaring to the other I •='.w the same snake as you 
did).., Xil. 

Still (an opponent may urge as above) — if the view that 
an oVject exists though unperceived be not raaintainedj what 
explanation Is there of ihe case of the man who walcin^ frvm 
dreams recognises the present woUti as i-jeiiiicai with the one 
he knew before falling asteep ^ Our opponesit,. we reply^ 
must content himself here with the explanation he is prepared 
to offer for the recognition— h ne and the same ynaka 
we all saw’—of which the ten nnee speak when they 
have fled ftom an imaginary snake, which was only a 
piece of rope lying in the dark For in this example the 
erronsnu'dy perceived object (sc. the snake) is perceived by 
all and each separatelys since the object erroneously per- 
ceived by the one man cannot possibly be perceived 
by another for one cannot have immodiatfl know edg 
of another a error. 
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The fact is that thft recognition— ‘one and the same snake 
we all saw’— ia simply due to error And so when a man 
passes fiom waking couaeioasnesa into ihe stale of dreamieea 
sleep from which again he aTvakes, his present conscioasiiesj 
relates to a different series of objects , but hie recognition 
of the identity of the present and former series is simply dua 
to error. 

Nor can it be said that there is no proof ihat in the state 
of dreamless sleep there ia an end to the world of experience, 
For the ceasation of all experience during dreamless sleep is 
indicated in the Sruti passage declaratory of the absence of 
any second thing during that state For there is no loss 
Enhfld : Up : IV. 2,23, of Sight to thc SCeTj beCSTlse jfc 

cannot perish. Nor is there then (in dreamless sleep) any 
second, any thing different from him that he could see.’ 

11. Waking consciousness is diffi-rent from the false 

CommoE Seass reaassrts ifcseit If consciousness of an !ma<>inary 

«jseis mereij perc-p,. th« vr«ii>sc€r- snake. If not different, how is 

darned dist.actiosB betwee^i tr«« and ifc that the organs of SCnse a,e 

fKlio feaowledga are ai an ead. ann-iinlorl ao « ^ i - 

accepted as necessary to bring 

about waking consciousness I For when organs of sense ace 

absent, no knowledge resulte AlIJ 
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In the above an opponent urges that, in spite of wbat 
has been said for the view that the esse of a thing is percipi 
(cathapi), there is a differenoe between knowledge of ordinary 
objects and that of an imaginary object like the snake seen 
ill a rope — the differetjce being due to the presence and abs- 
ence respectively of perception and the other sources of evi* 
denee, on the one handj and of Ncscionce, on tbo other, as 
causes (of these two kinds of knowledge, &c. sense-organs, and 
not Nescience, are the eauso of ordinary waking cmisoions- 
ness ; whereas only Nescience is the cause of the false oonsci" 
onsness of an imaginary object). For it is not possible (so 
runs the objection) that the erroneous ci'gnition effected 
through Nescience should have as its object one precisely 
similar to that which the cognition, effected through sense- 
organs, has as its object, since the imaginary object did not 
exi&r previous to the erroneous cognition ; and, because the 
cognition effected through the sense-organs and ot’ner sources of 
evidence was effected through contact of ihe object with the 
sense-organs do., the existence of the object prevjuua to its being 
cognised is a necessary postulate ; and because It eau be proved, 
by the inductive method of oonjoint presence and absence^ 
that sense-organs So are causes of knowledge (so. when these 
are present know edge results when absent, no knowledge 
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Henoe, concludi‘S our opponr-ntj t be vihw tb^it the world exists 
though unperceived is a necessity; for on any other view the 
difference (b-.t'veen true aod false knowledg* » is inexplicable. 


Nob eo5 we 



Your objecth'!, aouM holdifthe seose-orgatss were causes 


Bat common Sense is delusive . The 
sssaes can prove nothing reals The 
world, of Bam of effects, is a pure 
fiction due to 'uacLence as its cause 


of knowibdge. Similar to the 
eonsciouaness of the presence 
and absence of these m the 


delusion or sleep (is the consciousness, in the waking state, 
of the presence and absence o4 sense-organs, which you urged 
as a proof of the sense-organs being causes of knowledge, 
i, e. our consciousness in both cases is false ; for no one 
maintains that the di earner sees with his eyes though he 
tnay imagine that he does so).,, XIV. 

Eor senae-org&na &c. are not really instruments of our 
cognition of the world. Why not, you ask. Declare then, we 
say, whether the sense-organs, and the rest, are instruments 
of true knowledge only* or of true and false knowledge, or 
of folse knowledge only ! 
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Not of true knowledge merely ; for the truth of the know- 
lodge effected thiough aanae-organg &c. would have to be 
pl’oved by declaring that the object of {so. whab was made 
Jcnovi’n by) this knowledge was sornthing different from whafi 
falne knowledge mo.kGa known ; and again, that its object was 
something different bom the objeot of false knowledge would, 
be proved by the dpciaration that its object was the object of 
true knowledge — which wnuld give rise to a logical see-saw. 
Nor does the fact that the knowledge is true, prove the real 
exihtnioa of tliH object made known by that knowledge ; for 
In the cae-o ol tlie true cognition— ‘this silver is unreal' — (e, 
Q where mother of pearl is mistaken for silver) a true cogni- 
tion has as irs object an unreal thing (ao. the imagined silver)* 
And (lb .cannot be urged that the difference between true and 
f.ko objects consists in objects of the former kind being auoh 
ss are nob sub«>equenbly proved false for) absence of 
falaihcation cannot ba maintained (in the teeth ofSkuti 
and aigumont; which piove all save Brahman to be false). 
Moreover, since it must be held (on your view of things exis- 
ting independent of cognition) tliatthesenseorgansas sources 
of knowledge must have for their objects things which exist 
even when unpercoived (for it is the essential character of 
an organ of knowledge, ypu say, to make known what exis- 
ted before unknown), it follows that the sense-organse have 
as tiieir sole object the substance of all things (sc. the Self, 
Brahman) For the whole world of objects being non-inteili- 
genfe (juda t. o. Nescience wl>en considered apart from 
Self, Intelligence the substrate), it cannot be what is termed 
unl^nowti (ajnata, meaning thereby invested ly Nescience ; 
for the objects are Nescience itse f, and Neee ence could on y 
invest or make unhioivn Intel igence and not itse £ 
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AccordjDglyj tince the fact of being Ibe ioens of the worid 
can apply satisfactorily to the Self only, you ijpjII have to 
declare that the sense-organs as sources of knowledge have 
the Self within as their object ; and such a declaration is 
impossible, for the Self cannot be an object for the sense- 
organs, since it is without attributes. And thus runs the 

Katha Up 11, CQ. Sfuti — ''His form is not to be 

^ seenj no one beholds him with 

the eye,’ ‘The Self-existent pierced the openings of tha senses 
so that they tarn forward (outward) . therefore man looks 
outward not inward into bis Self.’ Nor can it bo said that 
this passage declares that the sense-organs have the world, 
of phenomena as their object. For while the passage re-at&tea 
the instrumentahty of the sense-organs in regard to our know- 
ledge of the world — which instrumentality is commonly regar- 
ded aa proved by a method of conjoint presence aad absence 
whioh is xealiy false, as (the presence and abseney of) senso- 
organs m dreams (ra purely imaginary)— the real meaning of 
the passage lies in ehowing that the Self is not an obieef 
for the sense-organs, 

By thus showing that the sense-organa cannot bo intru 
ments of true knowledgej we have refuted the (second) alter 

oatve that they are iostrumente of true and false know edg 
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together. Let then ^:he(thir(5) altenisHve stand, I'iz , the sense- 
organa are instrutnents of false knowledge only. This wd! not 
hold, for you yourself declared that Nesoieoee alone ia the cause 
of false knowledge. And becaos© we also have proved the 
presence and absence of sense organs (whieb 3 ’'ou urged as a 
proof that the latter are instrumental) with regard to (wakingjr 
knowledge is on precisely the same footing as the presence 
and absence of sense-organs which we are conscious of m 
dreams (sc, i& a bare imagming> 

Thus, to meet our expectation of a cause for all efiaots, 
such as earthen pots, doth &c ^ Nescience alone ia to be 
accepted as their cau«e. But the acceptance of special oausea 
for each of these efthcta ( — clay for the pot threads for the 
oloth — ) by those who desire these effects can b© proved 
be precisely similar to the acceptance during the dreaming 
state (of these special cans»s when,, as all admit the clay 5 , 
threads &c. are purely fictitious). 

Hencp^ with the sole exception of Brabmarij all thirjgSj. 
whether cognitions or things cognised are tlie effects of Nes- 
cience ; and their ease has been proved to be peroipi only. 
And thus Vasishtha declared :— ‘All things have Nescience 

VogBvifljattha isTirvariaprakaratia, gy 20 as their aource 1 biibbledike 
Tie Bombay edition, p.2u, reeds they Spring up for a moment^ 

and are refunded into the great ocean of know edge (eci 
Brahman).’ 
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12. If you do nob admit; tbatolay &o. are causes of a pot, 


Comon, Sena® again afges that the 
ficepliio too Einaf) start from certain as* 
Eumptiona thus ha asast assume that the 
causal relatsoa is itself real, lu order to 
prove that Nescience is the cause of the 
■svorld. 


boWj iu th(j ftbsence of a cor* 
recfe confirrimtory instance, 
1 ® the causality of I^cboienua 
to be proved ? — XV. 


It may be asked whether, in maintaininof Ncsoieuoe as 
the source of existing things, nhe causal rbiation la assumed as 
rea]. If nob, then the causality of Nescience also cannot be aflSr* 
sned„ If the causal relation be admitted as real, then the 
rnduetive methods of aigument from conjoint presence and ab- 
sence c&c.j'' as may be demanded in each casej are trustwo- 
rthy sources of knowledge ; for no other methods of proof 
can apply to the causal relation (tatra), And so it is manifest- 
ly improper to maintain the causality of N’es-eienoe, winie 
rejecting the causality of day, threads, &c. (m the case of 
post and yarn, cf. supra) which has been proved by induc- 
tive methods. 


Moreover, he who holds that Nescienoe is the source of 
things should be asked, whether Netcieuce is ihe sole cause 

* Ilia ctcctTOis glossed la NiuJdikshita's bifldfibuntaftipika by 

all CftseS m whiob t)! bub^trate nd iaferipoi . 

unjlbatw u sobtJlc ether ■ubfltritf i mterrwi from Bound ^Ur inrt^ ^ ^ 
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Jjj icpcndent of any otherSy or as conjoined with the ret - 
iibutive po^Ye^ of actions, Ood and the other gensfCil causes ^ 
Nescience cannot be the sola cause , for variety m the efftots 
is impossible if the cause is a unity (as Neseieuce) js ); and 
because an unintelligent force {like Nesc enee) cannot be a 
cause without the aid of an iiitelligonb substrate (to will 
that force). Nor will the olhrr alternative stand, for h© 
who holds to the causality of No'icivnce la bound also fo 

admit the conjoint causality of the retribulive power of ae- 

tionSj God, &c ; and einca it ie easier to account for the 
duction of a variety of effects fiom these various c&usea (tatnli 
ova), what necessity is there to assume Nescience as the oruiss: ^ 
And so (cimtinues the objsctoi | tbaic is eatahlii^hed u,e 
truatwotthineaa of percepiion and t..e other sources of 
human knowledge, and of the earhsr (or ritual portion) of 
the Veda which declares that saor.fiots Sc'. are the means 
of obtaining sons, catthy paradise &c, If the trastworthme-s 
of both human knowledge and Keve'atioo be denied (anyat* 
ha); pray what view can he adopt who thus places himself 
in opposition to human experience ami to the Veda? The''efore 
(concludes the objector), that thu world has Nescience as its 
only cau'je is a dowiuight rash statement, 

* Tr) IhtMie ment'ftiiec! ' ■ |tlie are usually atlUed Cod’s knowledpj, Ceslro 
m^Toiinon t m* space outaeedent non-ov stenee oftheeirect and Mmatine^ 
ibaeaM olm obstruct ve, cf NySyikcw «!. BtumAcUflrja (fi(i/uJranul4r(iiialwfc 
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To the above we reply -“ 

Just as production cariDOfc be (explained as prnoired^^'S') 


Ihe philosopher replies • So far 
from Iho causal relation taingrcni! the 
very sction of it la inesplicahle aa<l 
leads ua back to Nescienco Maja, or 
the iasxpllcabla, aB the aonrce of this 

3na xplic able ^ oilfli 


from eomethmg previously e^“ 
jsting, so also production from 
something previously ncm-sxh^ 
tent cannot be explstined, Th® 


bare fact of production proves that tlie product is the work 
of kH ay a * * • -Si'V" X » 


Jg m effect something real or unreal ? ISTot eometbing 
real , for this is opposed to tbe purely momstiG teaching of 
S'futi in such passages as ‘one only witbcut a second/ Nor 

can an effect be proved to be something real. To explain : 

Previous to its production, is an effect exiscant or non exis- 
tent ? If non-existent, then a nonsensioa] effect such as the 
horn of a hare ought to be produced through the agency 
of the cause, sc. the non-existent in this ease ; for tlie non- 
existent is a unity without differ8rios{and if the non- existent 
cist be a cause, why should it nob endow the hare, as well 
as the ox, with horn ? ) If the effect was something previo- 
usly existeatj then causal agency is unnecessary ; for the 
effect existed previous fo the exercise of this function ; and 
the nature of the effect (as a couaequmt) h thus overthrown. 
If you urge that it is merely the manifestatioa of the thing 
that is brought about through causal agency we reply that 
even ob this Buppoeition there la no getting nd of the evil 
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fate which awaits you, which ever of the alLernativayou assumf*, 
(for you will have to admit that tbemanifestatioDj previous to 
its bomg brought about, was either existent or uou-exiatent) 
Grant then (you say) that an effect is something inexplicable 
either as existent or non-existent In this casojwe reply, 
it is fitting to maintain, as the only cause, Nescience, inex- 
plicable, eternal ab antc^ and of the same nature as its effects; 
for it is impossible that entity should be the cause of non- 
entity and common experience voaohes for this impos- 
asbility. 

Nor may you urge that a variety of effects is impessible, 
(if Nescience as a unity be held to be the cause of the 
woiid) ; for, as we have already shown (§7) there ia pre- 
sumptive evidence for Nescience as a nnity, possessing mani- 
fold powers, (and the variety, of effects would follow, cenaie- 
tently, from the variety of the powers of Nescience). 

Nor may you urge that, on our view, the authoritative- 
ness of the earlier or ritual portion of the Veda is impossible ; 
for the real aim of this portion also is to teach Brahman, 
indirectly, by teaching that certain means, ac, sacrificial 
rites bring about certain results, through the peiformanoe 
of which the intellect^ ( of the eacrificer ) is purified ( ana 
thus prepared for a study of Brahman ), or through whicl 

* Ifot til B twhwoal mMiung of uttT«oi. b.ath«Up n 0, 7, 
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^:- ^eLi -■'les posse^sefl wU^) ih** desire to pi-actis© tne means 
ot ^tjiO'r'ing •' knowl d'jj' ff Brahman (sc. hearing of. 
V ' ii). A* <1 ijeo.i .s-y the a«itUoritH,tive«eBi3 of the Vtda 
I'dbcf'i / Jop'-!)ds on she t/njphed (e*«d uoC on She iitemi) 
* "I i 'Pf of tijc word. 

Tieoce our view of Nesdonce as the cause of thinp:^ js 
Consistent *, whence it follows that our view that tlio Nesci- 
ejce-f’Tesented world is strictly cofceinporaneous with the 
oosinit! m of the world is also oonaistent. For suoh is our 

w 

e^ijjetienfia of the exi teree of a snake imagined in rope^ or of 
the sjivfT imagined in luother'Of* pearl, or of the mlrago., 
or of the dreatn-woiJd. 


IS, Here this must be explained ,— 

Nona of the eoiamoniy accepted If by your vjfiw that existence 
'Kjsaiia of proof,' wd! prove 3s coteinporaceous With penoep* 
daahiy, iMo:, ^ tion (sattvam pratitikaoi cf. 


supra) is meant that esse is merely pereipij’®' I accept your 
view as not opposed to mme. If jou bold that there is a 
di^erenee (between the existence of-tbe woild and the eogai- 
tion of it)y pray declare the proof thereof,,. XVII. 

What is meant by saying that tbeesistence of the world is 
eotemporaner.UB with the cognition of it «Is it meant that the 
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esse of ifc is percipi and nothing else ? Or that the ^oild has 
nil existence independent of the cognition of it ? If Mie lattee 
meaiting be adopted, it may be asked whether there is any 
proof (for the existence of an unperceived world) or not ! 

If proof exists, is it immediate perception, or infersuee, or 
Veda or presumptive evidence ? If you aay that immecliat/a 
perception is the prooti then we ask, does the perception, ex- 
pressed in — ^This is an earthen pot‘ — , make known a diffe- 
rence between itself (so. Jhe perception of the pot) and the 
pot 1 Or does some other peiception make known this orffor 
renoe ? [This other perespiion taking the form — ^thia pot 
is different from the cognition of pot'—]. If you say that 
the very perception declares (lit. grasps) the difference bet- 
ween itself and the pereeived object, then, we ask, is thib 
perception self-knownj or known through soma other 
pereeptioa ? If seif-known, and if the view bs adopted 
that a determinate knowledge'^ ( vi^iahtajra is effeoredl 


='^ Vjsishtajnniia is judgmeat ox thekawledgc of r aufojeot, •9i^e«’.va, as qaall- 
Eedbyan attribute, viseaha'’a. In regard to viC,Eiita]iiana two -vi^ws obtain, a.a 
sfc.lted m tbo test 

WrT ’’ Tko former 

la the' Ny tyo view .(ef BhasbSfariohehbedda, Jlukitfivali tl, 68). It’holda that 
iler tho formitioii o£ a vi^ishtaiajna, o, g. "bat o’ yam, thare is r.eceasary 
3 .ot O’lly mteremusa (sannikoraha) of aenso-orcatja wuh iha VHes’eyn er 
gbata. but also .i pravions knowledge of the viisshatia or gbatatva £aoh previous 

kuowiedfio in technically temed mat£ nlrrikalpBkt. wd la uot efteetpd 
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through a knoTvIedg® of ths attrihuie portion — bheny albhortglii 
in the pEesent ease the difference (between the pot and the 
perception of the pot) Is known as the attribute of the object 
(sc. earthen pot) reside known bj? the perception itself, (s'^a), 
it follows that tile perception is self-origiuaied in that it 
makes known an attribufo, 'ds , ibo diffcrenae fbetween 
the pot and tha perception ox the pot andj cx hyp^lhm, 
IB is the knnw'iedge of this duffrouce as tlio alitribute portiuti 
which brings about the dt'cei'!iiir&.fO knowledge or judgment 
that tbs pot is difierer>ij f»om tho eognitioB of tbs pot) : 
and this is an instance of the logical vice of relf-dependeEaed^ 


•„liT oust sense-organ % atinFe'0<:5&T.E, atludiiy.'.in Th«: latter view ig ihat ottLiS 
lijm'auisS 5nd Vadj.^ts. It drmes tLo nacors'ly of a pisTlong kjaowlQdf;** oi Ui'C 
~i..o.Laiis , Eli ttal ir. vaceniziy ,<s iul,crcoin ''>0 ni sougeojgjLiia witii boXli 
y,K,diiia,ia and i7i<,u5l!ys. 

I'D foll<s\f ttie aTsnracin,j,tioii of lao lezt, ii siaouid further ;i,i? rpmomi'.erod tn^it 
tsho mfEwoaee bstweeu ^osmtjon and the tLxag a-osniBed (-11111011 diii'eicneo 13 sup- 
peised to be Mads knew ny ino v.siBhtijndna laqnascion, sc ghato^'yam) may ho 
e 3 *i?ieMediiitwe'.rays Here mattahs^ gbato-= jamiti pra- 

tTskahflt ilihtjua la the vilesnooa ?ind is ^aUniahtha. ( so, icsides m Joc us gluts ) ; 
Sbala 15 Viieshya ; both pratyakgha is bhcdapratiyogi — (u ; Here 

hhacla i^^fiMshys : bosh pTatyak.,n . andgliatn are ^'iesLanaV , piatyakeha is b'nedn- 
pr&iiyogi5 ghafa la bhedEdhaiXni. Iho method eraployad in the test is that lu 
v«giie irith eontsovcraial Veddnta troatiBes saeh as the KhaDiLana, Chntsukhf. 
end Adv-aisasiddki. Briefly stated, at consiste in the attempt to showthut oonsei- 
<• sofdnnJty whifever theorfw maj be htid u to its geneWB wid lomal 
{ BniTTachanlya faje ( asat 
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If (you say that) the differenee (hetweeu the pot and 111© 
perception of the pot) !<3 known as the subj^oi; poition — "^itd 
if tJje view be adopted I hat the sole ciu^o of a ‘h’f^DMiua'e 
pe»optian is t!ie uiterc .u‘’se of i-euse-oy e.-^us v^itb hoij ,?tih- 
jf'Cb and attribute pottions (ofsuch de'c Di'in.jte]'ev.ji'tiO''‘)---> 
then you will have to admit that the o'iiTor»'nce eurtcd p a- 
vious to tile peroeptlon of it, (otherwisse t‘li«re ooaid b# no 
coitaot of seo,-'o-oi’^ai)s with it^ andj ex hy'p'^tkesi, no deter- 
niinato piOicepiion cdUd fotlon) — y-nd if fcb« u'h’ renco '='';s!-t d 
previonsi 7 (tatba oha), liiat ddferene? couiU not pr.^iiljly be 
vouched for by the perception (is you hrst pfeatod) ; fhr the 
perceptimi did not exist hefoie k wah produced {through 
contsot of Kense-or^ans with the Ruhject portion ( 3 ®. Uic ddfe- 
rence betw^oon Uis pot and the perceptiou of the potX And 
since a ■lec'U'id perception oamsot make known a self-known, 
perceptson ( — and lira is what you atari ed v/ith — ), it cannot 
malte known a diharence which has as its conntereotity a 
setf-kuown a differeucs which hi? as it'* oounterantity a self- 
known perception (tat). If it be urged tnat a peremption m 
other thin present time is mnde known by a further perceo- 
lion (in present time), then the self preseuta,tive diaracter 
of cognition 13 made to depend on present naie as it^' limi- 
ting condition (and is, pro tanto, destroyed). Ag^myou 
may urge that tiie seir-preaGntativa ch^racfco? of cognitii'-'n 
i=i by its V(-‘ry nature eonficpo to the time of press^tatiooj — 
which we deny; for seif-presentative chiracter Ij-Iopok 
equally to the cognition of an object perceived in the nnst 
sod to the cognition of an object yet to ‘^e perceived 
in the Qtare ( einca both are cognitions ikc cognition 
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in the present time). (Nor can you argue for a change in 
the nature of co^’nition corresponding to a chsng.=' In time)^ 
for the once perceived earthen pot ever remains a pot. A gain^ 
you may urge that, merely by the fact of its own existence 
(i. e. without being perceived), the dillerence {between the 
pot and the perception of the pot), with which difference fcho 
sense»organa were in contact, produced the perception in which 
Jbat difference was declared. This ia nothing but a bare 
statement on your part ; for, in the absence of evidence, tlia 
Eoere fact off existeace (of difference, to which you refer^) 
1$ unproved. 

Well then, Set it be granted, on tbe view of one oognitioa 
rgquiring a second to make it known, that the difference 
ibetween the thing perceived and the perception of tbe thing 
ia made known through a second perception. Now it musts 
he deeded whether or not the knowledge of tbediffsrenoe was 
preceded by a knowledge of the reciprocally different coun- 
terentity and locus (the oounterentiBy, pratiyogi, is the percep- 
tion of the pot ; the locus, anuyogiis the pot : ef. p. 13, note) If 
mot thus preceded, how could the second perception, wo sskj 
make known the difference ? ffor no one is conscious of a 
differenos which is destitute of locus or counter-entity^ as is 
proved by the form our consciousness invariably takes (with 
regard to difference), viz., ^ tJm is different from that.” If, on 
the other hand, you admit that the knowledge of the 
difference was preceded by a konwledgc of the reciprocally 
kAjtfferent counter-entity and locus, you commit your- 
self to a xegseaeuB in iafinitium in peeking for some 
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farthej? cognition to make known this dlfferenoe ( — a second 
cognition will demand a third and so on — ), And if you 
declare that the knowledge of the reciprocal difference (bet- 
ween the perception of thing and the thing perceived) wag 
brought about by this same (second) cognition, the logical 
vice of self-dependence results (-“the second cognifcifiu 
merely re states the already perceived difference i to asy 
then that it is the oausa of the latter is to say that it is the 
cause of itself—). Thus we have proved that peroeptiou^ 
■which testifies merely to aometbing existing, gives not the 
least evidence for a difference (between the thing perceived 
&r)d the perception of the thing). 

Grant then, you say^ that the knowledge of a difference 
between th® thing perceived and the oognition of the thing 
follows from an inference. Thos:””"' 

i The thing under discussion differs from the perception 
which makes it known. 

ii, Beeause this thing is the substrate of f attributes 
which are opposed to the attributes of the perception which 
makes this thing known. 


■“•■Tha five'EauHibesed syllogism (nySya) coasMting ot i pratijrift or pEopcwitioa 
4o 'be n''<3Vod, ii. betn or probana, m. BBSliarartt or confirmatory inataace , it, npa- 
aaya or application; v. mgamano or ooaslu<iion. For the redaction of thi& 
nnaiber to throe, cf. Vod par bh Pandit VoL V p 859 

t so the gbjooi U jmls, ooq attiligeot, whei«as thv peroepUoQ is oUetuis b) 
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ill Whatever is tlta suiistrate of atbri bates which are 
opposed to the atiributo-g of soro-e odjer thiag U difT'rent 
from tba.t other thing ; as for eiiamplej a piece c?f cloth is 

different frotii an earthen pot, 

IV. And the thing under discussion, sc the perceived 

object, is similar to tha pieop of eloili, 

V. Therefore the •psrcavrd object is also difforent frora 
the perccpf4&n of the cloth. 

Wo &ejeot the above arguraetd. For since tho *)pvof!ihon 
(of the attributes) is to bo known tUro-ugh thw dilfatcnrc 
(between the substrates to which the sttribuies senuMiiiy 
belong)^ it follows that while bha di(i.iTence (bolwenn the 
substrates) is miproved. the o'ppoeiiion (of the attribute^) m 
&ho unproved, hence (the probins, ii ) ^thia thuig is bh« sub- 
strate of aitribatea which are oppos-^.d to the afctfibiite.s of (ha 
peroeplioa which makes this thing known'’ ia invalid. And 
because as long as the probandum (sduhys, gc, ciiffarenoe bst- 
ween the pareeption of the objeefe and the object perceived) is 
unsupported (by any confirmatory instarioe) bo long the 
Esnivereal Qoncomitanea (of opposition of aMrlbuioa and 
difference of substrates e-spressed in hi, or ¥iie uaiversal 
major premise) is unproved. Nor can the difference between 
an earthen pot and a piece of cloth (which was adduced as 
a confirmatory instance) be proved by any svidanco whatever 
so as to support the probsnditm. And if in the absence of 
perception (to prove the confirmatory iastanoc), recourse sa 
bad to a second inference to prove it, the logical vioqs of an 
infinite regrass, 3 see^saw &o will ooatioua to haunt the 
Bigumenb, 
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Sinea the Veda finds its coujplete meaning in teaching 
nondifiareiice only {.'C. Brahman alone sxisth), it is perfectly 
kupossibie to suppoa® that- it can teach dkihre nee (-=0 duality 
or reahtj of the world). Here it may be objected 
that, in teaching the emanation of the world from Brahman, 
the Veda abo teaches that afi products are different from 
Biahman : for, it not diffoiont, their omauahoa from Bra- 
hman could not be (spoken of). This objection must ba set 
aside. Bor since every Vedio passage boariiig ou creation 
is devoted to the refutation of those other causes (of the 
world), so. matter, pmii/*aw@s &e. (of the Saakhjas) assum- 
ed by other thinkers { J non- Vernniinb), by showing that 
juafe as in such cases as tint of oartli and ihe earthen potj it is 
impossible to csplau.” what th.j diffs. e? ict- io between earth, tho 
oausie, and fciio potjthe sfieet, so ton it is imposbibie to txplatia 
what the difterenca is between Biahmaii, tha cause, and tho 
whole world which is an effect from Brahman, itfniluws that 
every sack passage finds its real meaning only ' in making 
po'assble a onneeption of’ Brahman, the one without a second. 
Otherwise, if the Veda were davoted to toachiag difference 
(duality, or a real world), the prohibition with reg-ird to 
duality (eoi)taitiecl in such passages as ‘ there is no diversity 
in Brahman’) would 'be purposeless. Furthei', passages- 

* If tb« d H iuixpdD«l^&, cm^ac^uiAja, it ia ouioaI, this is oj 
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clealtn^ with oreatian do not directly toach di(f'rence (lict- 
V!e&n Brahman, cause, and the worid, eilVct) . lor hidob no 
word beat mg tbe sense of difference occurs m such pasaageiii, 
these oRiinot declare a meaning whidi the words uoiii[K>',3»g 
them do not bear ; because it is only whal is sucanti liy the 
words that a sentence oau directly mako known, either by 
showing syntaciicai relation between the wordsn <»r by con- 
Teyjng the simple aotma of identity'''*^ (of suli|Vf;l. ^iml predi- 
cate in the sentence) And an infaronce (from Vetbc jiatisHOfig 
beating on crerition of the world to the dilhrenco l^etwoen 
Brahman and thu- woild) is madmissihJw as c-'mlmdiiftory of 
(such) prohibitiva pa 'sa,ces (as ‘Brahman i« n<'>fc thm, nob 
this’ ; and homaa inference must yield to the dn©cb uUor- 
sfices {f Revelation), Nor can the following bo urged ■•—Cog- 
nition, which would be impossible in tha absence of an object) 
(to be cognised) different from the cognition itself declaren that 
the object Goguiistjii isdiHerentfroui the cognition; fir object-iess 

f\ 

* Nan'ldikahUa ailosseg thus - 3T(i; 'a^lTIrT ! 

A sentsuee (Tfl.ky®') predicative, i, e makes fcnowd a relntioa {®aKi 0 Br_Rj) 

Ijetsfeen the ob]sets meant by the words (piidilriiha) lu the aonUiiiac- 

^T^^TTlf ^r?^73f!=5rsfr?ri3; — or^blitexpresaosthob^re irlontity of t,jia obioets 

Hteant by the words without psodioatin® and rslafnou biit\,-t ej, tht'in- 
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cooni^'ioTS is neither possible nor a fact of expel ienee, sineo 
oiily cognition acaomp&nied by an object is esperienoed : 
otheiwise (rc. if objectless cognifeion were & fact) only inde- 
terminate cognition woiald b® experienced, for apart 
fiom an object cognissd Ifasre is nothing to determine the 
cognition. (The abo'7e is to be rejected) becsua© the impos- 
Ribili'.v of cogmtion, in the absence ®f an objeon to be cognised, 
(as h'jlJ above) doe® not exis^. To explain : — Is It meant 
that the prodnction of cognition is inipossilile, or that the 
pisrsf stance of cognition ia impossibe or that sccondafp 
cogr>‘ition ii impossihlG ? The first anew will not hold, foe 
eogidtion (fc. Brftliman) in its essential nature is not a 
pi odact at all. Or rf it be conceded that cognition is®, 
piodncL, an obyiot is not necessary to piodaoe itj siaee 
cngnitmn (whether true or false,) can be effected through 
(trustworthy) organs of Icunwledge (sc. perceptiorij infer* 
ence ) or through theu* counteifeite—thera being no 
rastnelive rule that cognition is in ell cases produced by au 
obhet, (thua, in knowledge through iafsranee the lufeired 
object is not psrceived. 

Nor is it that the persistence of cognition is impossibl©, 
for the objs'Cti cognised is not the locus of the cognition. Or 
if it be held tliat the cognised object is the locus of 
engnis 0)1 ' then the objf 3 ct has lost its ebi^rseter as an, 
object (and has become a substrate of cogiiiliou, i e, ® 
eogmecr). 

* T jx n T 0 ti of th 8 nrppjm nt » 'a n"t the Na jfiy Wai- w Lb whom, 
know udi,o 8 8n cit r bate Ihtin a n*< d nu ui belt (uiman Lhofcujet ato 'uiray» 
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Suppose then that it is impos^bility of si'^condmv/ engni- 
tiortj m the absence of an object to ba coefiiised ; sineo 3 ‘^coikI- 
ar? cognition is depetidfiit on the cognition of ®n o}>f''ct. 
This cannot be ; for cognitioij being sfcif-p»eseutat.i\-o det i 
not require anything besides itself to m.-kc LtsoJf Kriowr . 
Adopting the view that cognition is not foU'qiivgh niod, a 
second cognition will be needed (to make known the iirst), 
the second will demand a third cognition and so on adinlim- 
tiim; hence, cognition being left baseless, the world becomes 
blank darkness (sq nothing could ever be known) On tho 
view that it is an unhnoton cognition that testitos to the 
object cognised, it follows tlsat the very existence of this cog- 
nition is a chimera like the horns of a man, for there is no 
means of proving its existence, (the cognition being 
ex hypothesi). Or granting that a cognition needs a aeoond 
cognition to make it koowm, yet why, it may be asked, i.s a 
cognised object needed For only cognition of tlie ohioct is 
necessary. Against this it may be urged (by tho opponent) 
as follows '—Since the necessity of cognition in geoeia! (sc. 
apart from soma object cognised) is not here postulated, it fol- 
lows that there is a necessity for a cognition as d%^&renmd 
(determined) by some cognised object ; and hence the demand 
for an object is inevitable. But the above objection is idle; for 
cognition is self-differenced, as are the categories of generality 
(jati) &e. maintained by the other (schools of philosophy). 

The etceteya ineltiSes akhandopldhl nml vuesha of. Muktivsili y, lO a,,,} ;;t;_ 

aacl .3 


^iw I j: j fj^Tjra 

sr?icf^j?m?^^^ iit?itI%«9s: i 

palfa?TT^^ta^ffa fa^g is <^c n 

ssgt H ;$ 

Nevertbe'es-i (oontinnes the oppoBent) the v«tj ffict of cog- 
Djtiou ^ Isfids US to nsfar the oxiatenee of some object, beoansg 
of the unive* sally established coueomitaBce of cogiiition and 
cognised olject (sc. wherever there is cognition, there is also 
cognised object). Not so, is the reply. For this universal 
concooiitancs cannot be pi oved * because oognitton and cog- 
nised obj 'Ct otnnot exist together iu the same b,cua (adhika- 
rana) since their spatial posilions are dishnct (hc. cognition 
IS in tiio mind, and the cognised object is external to the 
mind; whereas smoke and fire aie found together in one 
place) and, further, because the temporal co-existenoe (of 
cogiiiiiou aud C''gni3ed object) cannot ba proved, binoj cogni- 
tion of a past or future object is a matter ‘of common expsii- 
ence. 

Thoreforo, to sum op • — ^ 

There is no proof that cognition and cognised object are 
diiTerent. This universe, animate and inanimate, which ap- 
pears in-consciousneas, is nothing but cogiation . SVIII 

As the world of dreams, which is really notiiiug but eoo'- 
nition (Brahman), appears in consciousness under divers 
forms of cognitions and cognised objects , so too the world of 
waking consciousness, of things animate aud inanimate (is 
nothing apait from Brahman). ..XfX. 

* tWliq ^ 
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Jaat as a piece of clofch really tarns out to bo more non' 
entity, in the absence of its componant threads (w, c. if we 
attempt to think of the cloth as e’xisting indopendontly of 
the threads) ; so too this world, whose ease is porcipi, (is re- 
duced to non-entity, in the absence of Self (Biahman, Intel- 
ligence)... XX, 

As rope (in the darkness) when vision is deceived, ap- 
pears to be a snake , so, when the mind is deluded, tlie Self 
appears to be this world... XXI. 

In the Self alone (as locus), all this world, whoa© ease is 
percipi takes its rise, and persists, and perishes ever and 
again... XXI L 

In the One without a second, which is absolute Bliss and 
pure, free from sin and all defects, appear, as if relloctedj the 
three worldst whose ease is percipi... XXIII, 

Hia reverence Yasishtha has declared the same view: — 

‘ la that pure mirror (Brahman) are re jected all these 

yogaviibisMhfi Upasama prakarana, things whose cSSe 18 pSlOipi, aS 

fti. 13, trees on its banks are reliected 
„ utpatti „ bI 3,4, in a stream, Again ^ All this world 


^ var loc EiaUfMHclT^^ U f 



sir^^T^T^«f3r 

si¥if^^4?f%^ f^^f^'t^Tf» 

3^ s« ^5J B 

is the ment^il spoit of that one (sc, Brnbouanas Hiranyfi'jfar- 
l>ha)/ ftrid 'Thatonej ah hough it con^tituics the U!uvLi*e, 
does But lose its ebaraotcr as a unity.' 

Thus, therefore} the ^vorld whose esse is percipi it' p c= 
duced through Nescience, which has the Seif b Mih as locus 
The opponent o£«fi. acqui.se.ni,- and as objcct, asd the a.SUtup. 
In o'lir auU\0i’b aL'afeauouaiisiin, now tioi), fherelui’e, of jbo Se fheii g 

pushes )t to ili t(n!,ln.i>t liinct icduees an objoct for Nsi'CleliCQ (cf b ] 
theSeifaiso zo iioTi-cntit/, .lud dis- was exceUentl III aoGOfdaoce 
pensoa with boOk Veda and Vtd.iDt.a i,v;j(;li this assumption (t'itbi oha) 
pinioaophy. there .Can be no evidence, human 

or divine (se. Veda), for the existence of the Self, whence it 
follows that the Self is iion«entity like the horns of a haie • 
further, there can be no desire to Ktiidy Veda in order to ^ain 
iniuition of the Self, much less can there be any necessity ci 
argument (lo support the teaching of Veda as to the Self). 
The above is a summary of the opponent’s view, 

14 To the view thus laid down it is replied;— 

Now, in this place, we declare and support by argument 
that Reality which lies hidden in the Veda, absolute ]31is% 

8oi£,tkeknower,cinBQtb0ijr.'fetf, owu uatuie eternal and 

not beojustt it is non eniity, but be- Unrelated toauglit else^ tbs tx» 
cauBoitis scic-prcvod, i c. superior istenfc, sttislier than the small 
to all proof, as boiuf; tbit by viitue and infinite; this 19 emaucipa- 
of which proof, iira.>uaaa, can fou Said lion and ii to be apprehended 
to fasist at ail,' oi,iy hy fte emancipated, a 

small part of a pari of it is a‘l ti is faso world,, ic ig iu its 
essence the bght within, ib is blessed VXIV 


! 
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Ie fhe ab'ive argument] (talra), is it meatii that b-csii c 
ther-j i'> no eudence (fur th^ Seif), the v«ry existeiice tf the 
S' if is imposMhie, or that knowledge of ihe Self ss inuio.sn* 
ble? Not the tirj.fc; for the Seif being m its essence eternal is 
independent of .lught oise (from which it shoaki onginatt j , 
and becaose ei'idence cannot otigrnate that of wliioii it id evi- 
dentiary, As reg'.rds the second altornitivo, even if evidence 
for the Self be granted, a second evidence mast b? pieiuiacd 
to support the frst evidence ; for, if this s^.cond e\ id 'nee ha 
wantirg, the first evidpnoe is non entity, like the horn i or i 
liian, and cannut therefore be eviJuiAnry oj'sfcs oh)i'of. And 
BO, in postuUtirg a second exddenee to sijppr'H the Ih'S'!. mi- 
deiice, the iogicHl vice of an 7.n/lniti reqrc.sB \ .-uits • hence the 
View (msderiyiiig tlie second aher native) that the oxtdonoo 
of an object can be proved Only through one of tli© (ri cogni- 
sed) sources of evidence (ac. percepLioo, inference &c.) is 
mertfly a bold assumption 

Now (ihe opporo'Eti interposes) an evidence is indued in- 
depeiident of any st-icond ovidi-nce and proves its own exist- 
ence as well as that of the object (to wbicli it test' bos); for 
being by nature S6l/~lurninoiis tho evid«noe requiros no fur- 
ther tLluminaiion to m*>ke itself and i*s bbject (pars) known, 
just as the light of a lamp (needs no other light to illumine 
it) Nor is it lugieai to bold (contiiiuea the opponent) that 
■what is evidence for' a 1 things meds to be pioved by soma 
thing else. Sad conelusicm this 1 — we reply— for how iQ the 
face of it can it be held that the Selfj which is evidence for 
the varied universe C‘f things known and instruments of 
knowledge, can be proved by evideaeg which, in ita tarn, has 
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to be vouched for by the Self (sv<^)i For th^ Self em5:t have 
evis ed pruu' to any Fousce ut evultnce Oih rwUe s soaiee 
of evidence could iiot takecn its chfiraoter'’"' a;? evidt-oce v.hile 
no c. gfiiser of U. ^x!S^ed. Or how could a source of evidence make 
known the S-'f which is the ec-gniser of al! tilings ; fur this 
would be BUiivesa've of the diatmction between agent, sc, 
knower, and ohjech, so, *Iu'ng known (—‘be Seif in this case, 
being both, knowor, and thing known) ? Nor can anything 

other than Seif be a cogaiser, beeau-e it is aot Self And 

Bniidti • Up : IV. 5, Tj tilus S'l’uti dcciares :— “By what 

should one know the knower.’' And thus, since Selfj the 
knower. is self- proved, its non-existence is not proved by 
the fact that fcharo is no source of evidence applicable to 
the Self. 

Further, we ask, is this non-existence of Self, as urged 
above, souiething proved by one of the recognised sources 
of evidence, or is it by nature something unknown, or is it 
^T-lf proved ? In regard to the nrFfc alternative— .since the 
restiicdve rule is that ^ny source of evidence that niakss 
l:n ova a non-exifatenee must also make known the counter- 
entity to that non-existence, the Self also must be proved by 
that "source of evidence whieli declared for the non-i.-xtsteuca 
of the Saif, and therefore the non-existence of the S^^lf cannot 
possibly bs proved. Nor will the second alternative 
hold good, because no affirmationt is p ossible in regard 

ailrfTTiT D’b gloss 
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■fco anytliinti; wholly urihnown , tor that whiah ius not 
eiitored into t]\o mint! cannob be ^ifiu'turd, IJat if Iho ih’rd 
alternative ho adopt id, Ihoniriant that i(. is, the ^5t'ir-j(oim that 
in se!t‘"pvoved ; and (grant this) because noij-cx'slonct, (hoiug 
Jvlamu'infdltfjanf, like ma,terial thing s)cHnnot bo s^elf jitoveil. 
If tliis be dytiied {»<'. if )oa regard non-esi'qtenco as vkrUma, 
ii t“iligcnt), it follows that you have given to Molf anot'wr 
name {ami cailc I it nim-iiXi,^toni e}. I'toroornr ui l,lu' uon- 
evistoiieo .jf Self cog.iKOu her th-i tJ.-tf or by not-JSolf ? Not 
by tha i'‘iter, for iho imt Solf Is a knoivci. Hot liy Uui 
foro.''r—v,']aoh is a fBOuirBclidion in lenns. To cXfil sin our 
mea'dn", H'e ask, Do^s the Self coguiso Uf> own non~8'oHiiMoo« 
while it IS itfinlf evRtaui or injn-essstem; ? On {ho (irsl, alkn- 
native, the iiosi-pxisti noo of Uae Self is iinposi^iblc v.lule the 
Self exists Fiu'th'w, what thnuhi' tim Self eoyuisa, 
sinos the Very object) to ho cogni-od ('So. noivcnv’ssteuce of 
Self) do'-s ni't exist at that tiuie^ On the scoumi ‘litcrnaiivc, 
the Self could not poss-ihly cogniv.i^j bccan-xi it' is it‘-cl£ neu- 
exisistit at that time. If it be argueii th'd tho Saif, while 
e.'istentisi eognitaea its own future non-cYlsiiOocp, then we leply 
that (loeording in this view) the S^lf, existent now, prrishei^ 
later on. And this view of a non-eteinal Self (tocheha.) wa 
have already refuted (of. § i!), bpo.iuse it logio^iliy implies 
the deatn yai rf the rettib‘itivo ptnvtr of a'drma and tha 
Crmtiou of actions never performed by tho individual 
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Further, does he who tnaintasns the non-existence ofSelf 
mean to deny his own Self or the Self of another 1 Inthehrat 
ea'iej since the deuier ia (by supposition) non-esistout, that 
ocher Self which it was intended to deny remains behind aa 
real. In the second ease, the denier is indeed posited as real. 
How then is it possible to maintain the non-existence bf Self ? 
Sruti confirms our view — ‘Hewho knows Brabinauas non- 
existing becomes himself non-txistmg, He who knowiS 
laittir Up • II. 6. Brahman as existing, him, in 

consequence, the wise know as existing.’ 

Again, we ask, Does a source of evidence apply to (sc. 
make known) an existent, or a non-existent object ? If ft oan 
apply to a non-existent object, then it ought also to prove 
the existence of a sheer non-entity like the horns of a liar®, 
because non-existence is a unify indivisible and, therefore, 
includes purs nonsense like thn above) ; and because (by 
supposition) sources of evidence are able to prove the existence 
of the non-existent. If a source of evidence is appiioabieto an 
existent objectj then (the opponent’s view) that the existence 
of an object is subordinate to sO'ne source of evidence (v\hiah 
testifies to the existence of the object) is no longer tatmbie, 
because be must admit that the object existed even before 
the source i f evidence was addressed to it. If ha denies the 
previous existence of the objoci (anyatha), he eontradiot® bjrS 
8 
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own statement that a source of evidence is applicable to an 
existent object/ But (it may be urged) that it is the present* 
ation in conaciougnesa of an existent object that ia subordi- 
nate to a souice of evidence. Grant (we reply) that this is so 
in the case of not-stif which is by nature non«presenfcative, 
miintelligent. Eat this cannot posvdbly be the ease in regard 
to self, which is itae^fconsoioaaness Sruti confirms our view : — 
*When the Self shines, everything shines after it : by its light 
Katha Up . II. 5- 10/ sh this is lighted/ 

Moreover to the man who ia determined to have an ans- 
wer to his question. What evidence is there for the self ? — . 
our answer is just this — AH the recognised sources of know- 
ledge are (evidence) of the Self, For only that which has been 
concealed by Nescience (ajnatasya can be made known by aa 
instrument of knowledge, (and) the Self is the only thing 
concealed by Nescience. And since it is unnecessary to assume 
farther ooncealmentj in the forua of Nescience, of air uninte- 
lligent (material) thing, which is by nature self-conoealsd 
(sc, which is itself Nescienoe), an unintelligent thing cannot 
be (said to be) an object for (ac. concealed by) Neseiancs and 
cannot therefore be an object for (sc. be made known by) 
any of the recognised instrunientB of knowledge. For know- 
U^ge of all unintelligcut (materia ) things- is effected on y 
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through Intelligencej which is th<3 Self, when the Self is 
attended by cessation of Nescience — this cessation of Nesei- 
euoe being dependent on, as being effected fehroughj an ins* 
trument <if knowledge. Hence, it is a downright rash state* 
ment to make, shat the Seif, which is proved by all the 
instruments of knowledge, does not exist because there is no 
evidence for its existence. 

How then, it maj? be asked bv way of ot»jeotionj is the 
Self to be considered as the peculiar subject-matter of the 
Upaniabads ; for the Self oHunot be said to be made known 
only by the Upanishads, if (as ju3t admitted above) 
it IS made known by all the instruments ofhnoviledge t Not 
so, we reply; for the Seif is the peculiar subject- matter of 
the XJpanishads, in that the Self* as identical with (Brahman) 
the abaolute Existence, Intelligence, Bliss, cannot be known 
through any othr source of knowledge. 

The opponent urge* that he has already shown that ‘a 
self-luminous Self cannot be invested by Nescience ’ (p, 4, 
1. &.) True,, we reply j precisely so from the stand-point of abso» 
lute truth And yet just as blear-eyed owls fancy that rha 
self-lummous sun at noon is eiivalopedin darkut'ssj so the grossly 
ignorant imagine that the Self is concealed by Nescience, 
Hence all the Upanishada start bo destroy the Nescience above 
described which conceals tiie Self and is falsely imagined, 
and which, through the specud virtue of the Self (so. 
its eelf-luraiiiouuess), was already destroyedj i. e. was 
non-entity even previous (to a study of the Upem- 

♦ sir jW 
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sba.d»). For since no other effect tliftn the dtstroywl of NtS’ 
saience can be supposed to be wrought in the self- 
luminous Self; it foilowa thdt tlie Upatiishada Iiav,a the 
Self (ttat) as titeir subject-matter just in so far 3.8 they {uo- 
daoe(m the minds of those who study them) a modiheatioE 
(rribt))j of the Seif (tat)j {i, e, effect an inluitionj bakshatkara, 
of the identity of Brahman and Self ). 

Nor o&n there be any controversy as to the self-luminoue 
oharaotr of Self, We explain :-— the Self la not dapundent 
on another for its light beemso the light of Self invariably 
a.eeompanies the txisteuea of Self (so. where SeM;’ iS; thoie 
liglitis'; as is the e-i'-c with consciousness (&an.ivi6)or the light 
(nf thessuu). Hence the w'ord hght was used {verse Ij p t), 
meaning Ibereby that the Self iw selMurainous : that is to 
say^ the essence of Self is self-illumioation because the 
Self is one mass of Intelligence, as a lump of salt (ia self- , 
Mltsd). And thus runs the S'ruti passage ;~“‘In that stats 
Brihad s Up . IV. 4. 9, the Self is its OWti light,’ 

An opponent may argue that at one time our consen 
ousness takes the form ‘I know the Self j at another time, 
the form ‘I know not the Self; and thus tho Belf-luminousness 
of Self is contradicted by the fact^of cognisabilitp and W07*“ 
cognisahilit^ (cf Self) declared in the above of 

oonseiousness. He proceeds to explaia— if. in accordance 
wath tUo CQOi^oasii^s ' I know the Se f it ba ad 
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xuifcted thal mgni&abihty means ^tlie fact of S-lf being the 
object of the eogoitive aet’ (w. being lUurntned by the cogni- 
tiqp., jnini), then the self-luminous character of Self oaonot 
be maintaiaedj for in this case the Self is like not-Self (which 
needs to be illumined by cognition). Hence only that is self-lumi* 
nous which never, under any form whatever, becomes tlie 
o5/cc«ofaiiy cognition whatsoever. If any other meaning 
be attached to the term (anyatha), eelf-luminouness becomts 
a mere tech'iioahty (without logtoa! connotation). Again, 
if in aecordanea with the oonaeiousnass ‘ I know not myseif^ 
the non-cogmsahihty (uf the Self) be granted^ even then the 
self-luminous oliaracter of the Self is overthrown ; because 
we cannot be conscious of one and the same object as both 
^present and noi pmeni in conseiousuess simultaneously,, for 
there is a contradicLion here. Siiice our consciouaness does ; 
not take this form — ^ when the object is in con scions, les'^j even 
then it is not in eonsciouness/ — ; nor this form—, when it 
is not in consciousness, then it is in consoiorsness/ 
Bow, therefore, (concludes tha opponent) is the 
self-lummous character of Self proved We reply ; 
this contradictinn cannot be urged against us as s 

fiulfe^ for in reality the Sylf is by nature different 
fiom both the cogniaed and the non-cognised Smti confiitns 
KenaiTp.i 3. our View, thus I — ‘That (Brah- 

man) is other than known : it ip higher aiao than the 
unknown ’ 
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What then (ib© opponeub asjis) is ib© process of th© 
consciousness. ‘ I know Si;If.’ Ifc eonsiets, we reply, in tiug 
oonsoiousness makifig known the Self as conditioned. For 
in *I know Self ^ we are not conscious of St If, the reality as 
it is Iq ovs-n nature, anootiditioneiJ and froa fiom Neacieno© 
and pain (ananand'i.), in whioh case {you could urge against 
us) that the Self might be the object of the cognitive act 
(and, therefore, not self-luaiioous) ; bui we are conscious 
of the Self as conditioned by attributes (upadhi), and there 
is no contradiction in holding that the conditioned Self ('U'ya) 
ia the obitet of the cognitive act. For the conditioned Self 
is not seIf-Iumii)OU95 since itison'y of the pureunconditiooedl 
Self that selfdaminousness is mainteined. Che oonaciousness 
*I know not the Self is indeed a proof of the self-lmninoua 
character of Self. To expKin : it is this very consciousness 
which makes known the Nesoienca that oonesals (ht, has as 
its object) the Seif, Actordinoly, jt must he held that in this 
same oonseiousaess the Self, ooneealed by Noscsence, 1 < pre- 
sent, If this war© not so, the form of the consciousness 
(tat) woald merely be 'I know not.’ Hence the cousoionsriess 
‘I know Self/ having deoiarad the Self which shinf^a 
forth by reason of its own selfduminoiia character tb© 

‘ not * in (/ hnoio not Self ) dec ares 'witb regard to 
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tbe Self (batra) the ooncealmeni which is Nescience : hence 
the simultaneous shining forth and not shining forth of the 
self-luminous are not ocotiadicbcry ' hence on the very stre- 
ngth of the consciousn^as ‘ 1 know not self the self-lumi- 

nouaneas of Self is established. 

The opponent may here urge that since a similar consci- 
ouanesa holds good in regard to the not-Self, sc. ‘ I know 
not the earthen jsr,’ it should follow that the jar also is self> 
luminous. Pray declare what you mean by this said jar;> 
whose seif-lummous ch*iracter you urge against us. Do you 
mean that it is the substrate (yatra) in which are observed 
certain attribatf s, e. g. jarness &c ? If soj then having care- 
fully pondered what the own nature of the jar isj set it forth 
as discriminated from aught else. You may say that it is a 
special kind of whole consisting of cei-cain parts, e. g. the twc 
halves of the jar &;c. Not aoj we reply for the relation of whole 
and part and other attributes pertaining to the jar are different 
(from the jar) ; these are not the nature of the jar itself. The 
own nature of the jar you must declare to be something 
different fiOm these, The opponent may reply ;--Tlie owr 
nature of the j*.r as something different from these attribu- 
t*fl I »m unab e to epeoify Whence this nab i^y, wa wk 


H^t 4)ST «fi^X^'f?If^15'«tT3[«S- 
fifBiSr^ %«( ^ ^tSti^T«5?f^PatT^^T % 'eisw^T 

mw n so^^Txt^fa ^?i?!S3f^: 
^Ti^|r^¥tT¥feai^ ®T fSrfa^^^afrjT «T5i; 
^ai!^l¥rT^SI®f*?I?5m f|?ll^f^ SWSif 
?!f?^ 

m ^ ff f^f?i^isj wg TTJ's«|5=?!- 

’l^ ^fTlf^ ^T4%ff^Sfi^ £S»IT- 

tri^ «sfaigt^JS^^f^^^?aff^‘8fi?t?( i 

Is it beesuse the nature of the jar is not present to consoi- 
OCISE10PS or because it is a simple (undiffercnoed) entity ■ The 
first aitern^tive will not hold ; for the nature of the jar is a 
fact of common experience (sc. all know what is meant by 
jar). On the second alternative too you must dedaro whe» 
ther this simple undifPereneed nature of jar, present to 
consciousness, is self-cognised, or cognised through some 
source of knowledge other than the nature of tlie jar (sva). 
If you aay through some source of knowledge other than the 
nature of the jar (antyo), the simple undifihrenced chsracler 
(of jar, per se, as maintained above) is ovei thrown ; fur a 
simple undiffijreneed entity cannot be made known through 
a source of knowledge different from since all human 

instruments of knowledge, so, the &c,, are of necessity 
confined to making known a differenced entity (i e, cue 
qualified by attributes). Hence (you must admif) the own 
nature of jar remains as a simple, eelf-prtsented entity, not 
made known by any of the instruments of fcnowkdge, sc, 
speech, mind &c. Now you must consider whether this own 
nature of jar is different from the Stlf or not ? Different, 
you say ? Not so. we reply ,• for the nature of jar being an 
attributelesa something, there is no Attribute which 
might serve to establish a difTerenc® (batween the jar 


aw^?f cf^i'fTc^" 

Jc^lT 5fT??^^ } 

^?ai¥|T^ra^ ^Eim^ SfT^- 

f ifftfa If. 

f rf 5|ff ?r^Tc^« isg.% ^flf ! 

per sfl and the Si^lf ) A,rid furtli^r since both the (Self and 
the jar par se whiob are in this casQ the) substrate, dharml 
and counter-entity pratiy. gi (respectively of their mutuaJ 
difference ) are atJf4uinifioU''5 the difference between them 
canooti be made known (lit. grasped) by any of the recognised 
sources of knowledge. Hones we have proved that the j fir 
in its own nature is the self -luminous Self. In the same 
way it inny be proved that other things are yn essence the 
Self hence the not-Self is indeed not different from Self. 
Fi r of which of the two (Seif or not-Self ) is eelf-Iuminous- 
ness affirmed (by you), since the argument (for self-iuminoiss’ 
ness) is equally strong in both Cdises ? Hence w's have proved 
that the Stlf? which is by nature self-lBminous, pure bliss, 
unreiatod and without desire, appears in the form of the 
manifold through 'its connection with eternal inexplicable 
Nescience: just as a piece of rope (seen in the dark) at one 
time appears to be a snake, at another time, a stick or some- 
thing else : bat in reality neither duality nor non-duality as, 
the ^elf pure Inteliigooco. alone is. 
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spufsi'cq tiT^5^rw« 

1 q ^ ^Ts?5i?aT^T-' 


i.'i. This SJE’!-.)!! n‘l.a!.io!i witli (ns the snhslralo of) ftU 

Hiinjjfs, [fc ns Bftid (of li in tlio 
Voiia) that sutn-liku^ it lilninitufs 
(all t}!iti,54-) It IB eternal, ior >b 
)rt iifijiC'i’isinaiiU’. Slow thou oau 
ilus S(‘U hd acoeptrd (as the 

foal of huuinn c'iidoavoar ) ?.,. ... X W 


All oiip'Uit'iil, ivri'ufH itAtlhiiSi li 

si« taijfilit in Votl'inLiv ciin’ioli ln> thu 
ti^hs'iit tiin of tniH! ! [ilnaRimi »7i(i 
tUo afi'joiiiiii ol ViU'i p !'o iiio oiuj 

ai'llisa 


An <ip])0)njnt now «r,ifrs ih;!,t the Soiromuioi lie /uinopted 
fiwi the flint of man hy om who^ s\hon Stis s'ui has 
b on (1sRtro\vd b\ tho storn ('fttiynt LU'i|uiLod Iiy him during 
a beginiJipyluss unmd Ilf ( tvinsm);.;,'ttury hvt-s, is pamed at 
0ccin<.!: dyhnts in all e.'u’tliSy olijeeti? j and tiirmog his f?ice 
riway from tran^ieni pknsuro, pvoscnt atul futtstf*, togother 
vrltih the nn atia of < bUimug snoh^ c!t'‘'irPH iho highest 
aim oS’ men, fo, ontaiu ipation, (Thin tho oppmicmii 
mainifuns ) ?dtl;on;fh ( hi- stlinitn i,h.'t,!i ) flid Si-If is etevnal 


K H, ); OM. 



for there is no means"' of destioying S6’f(fiQe8 Self is not a 
’product, iiarya) nor is the destruction of Self eoncc^ivablSj 
f r while Self h, the thing to be hnown (grahya, sc. non-exis- 
tence of Seif) %& not ; and while the non-esistenoe of Self is, 
the knower (grahaka ^c, Self) is not. Nor ( continues tht 
Opponent ) can the non-aterna! nature of Self be inferred 
from its finitude ; for to Self belongs self-hood, and Self 
id infinite. Hence the sages declared '-Since in this world 
it peivades things, grasps and enjoys theoj and since of 
it the presence is unbroken, hence it is termed atma.' 

But as a Oiattr-r of fact, (s-ime one may argue) ether &o. 
(viz,, time and ap'ice), winch (dkc! Self) are pei v«si V b (itifinite), 
are also non-otefnal Nob 00 . for such an argament im- 
plies a miasppr.hension fjf the meaning of peewsion. Per- 
vasion means relation with all things — oompletc\ relation 
with eveiything — in short, the being the substrate of 

® The g-loss 0 Kr).T,nas, 

tSTITT^f by the Nsiyayikas-g ^ gf. 

PP' snpra — To annih late Self, we mast <iesti oy either tae 
aaUiavsy k rane, i e tlie mafeonal of wb.ch Self is oomposetl. or the aS'bUiavJlyi- 
kirana, i e the oontaot ot tUu carts which make up the Self And this would b® 
po&BiLle only A Self wfvo a product, kirya, yshieli fceif h not, 

1 ‘S doeeahy ‘without a rferaamde-,’ by 

; furv'Croa, SfrEtq; 

1 substrate ^ivu-. e’ti tem e to thatwh-cii it p'iJ""ailei, aad mahes it 

appeas: m consoioustios^’ ephoiti, =; S?Jiq:^, 

/eiru tji TjSpl b cot 0 be t Jssb ntheNy^ya sejiio oI inya eble 9cr -oiEuiano* 



®?l^i8S^^:jTS’7^3S?’S^t5T ®qTci?3i^S|^qf^f^W^i?S|3p^qT- 
«5T«5fT5^ ®fvi|^T S ^ 

OTT'^V?a^J^?JT 'HI^ST- 

finite (non-pervasive) things. Nor can ono finite he completely 
pervaded by another finite, for it would f ILjw fiom this 
that the pervaded ihiisg was in its. If non-outity, fsiisoa it has 
no character apart from that of the pervading thing other- 
wise (sc. if it had an ind^'pendetifc Character) Oi.m%pl<iis 
pervasion could not taka place. Nor is there need of any 
other source of knowledge to make known the Soil' uiilnnited 
though thN is as to time, space and substance ; for, like 
the sun, Self is self-iKuroined ; for. Self ifj deckretl iu S’rati 
to illuGiiue the whole wotb), thus— ^When the Self&hines, 
every thing shines after it by its light ail this is liglited.* 

Nevertheless (continues the opponent) the Self c moot he 
accepted as the aim of uian^ because it is somoihing different 
from pleasure and the absence of pam (which are the only 
aims). 

of two or more thmgs . but io the fuUhor aoiisp o£ that final (ml 
comrlebe pervasion of bho manitold by tlia Una ICxi'tf-ut or h(,£ 
{atmanj on which Vodiata texts are for ever !ng,slmg The Self alone ,, Uie 

m apiJtsira M unnsai m h>'A, bocouBe rw;p mbit, aj art from the Bo f 

EDJTvaehvdya. 
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f|' 1g# |:3^Tf?t%t 

Now what ( 'we ask ) is this unfitness to l>s acrepicd afc 
the aim of man ^ Does it consist ( a ) m the not being an 
object fof the act of acceptance ( m the literal sense of taku g 
by the hand) ^ Or { 6 ) in the not being an object of desire ? 
Or ( c ) in tlie not being somethiiig which one can bjing 
about ( sadbya ) by volition 1 Or ( cZ ) in the being 
different from pleasme and the sbsencG of pain, as qualified 
abo^e in ( 1 Or ( / ) simply m tlia being different from 

pleasure and the absence of pain, without the above quali6» 
cation M Or ( <? ) does this unfitness consist in anythit g 
else ■* 

The first ( difinition ) will not avail the opponent, for 
fs oin it fjlbws what we are quite prepcired to admit ( vi 2 ,, 
that the Self cannot be handled ) ; and futtlier will follow 
( what he is nut prepared to admit ) that pUasuie and the 
absence of pain are not to be accepted as the aim of man, 
because neither of these is the object of the act of ivindJing, 

Nor will the Second definition j; avail , for from it will 
follow that both to des^r’ and to ihe being the object of denre 

+ so. tliat Sjif IS not a pioduct (s.iUbj'a) to lie \\iUecl into oMsteneo. 

% The ol^Gm« argumentation of the test (of which a re-statement iaiseh 
laeed on jMlnUikahita'a gloBS la attfeHiptad beloAlia nrijea ajjamat a Kaiviinl a 
who holds that not the belf hut pleaSnis and the alsOaoe o 
pttP eonBtrtnte the lo o end of man Challeoced to e vc a oatistactor 
osplanntion of h 6 6tntein<nt tl at the &e I s nn h to be accejiVei 
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lieiong Stress to be accept.'d a3 Iho aitn of man. Nor inn 
it be argasd that wlsat is to bj accepted the aim of man 
is the desiied oi)j-ct itself as cli-sraeiarised by occasional 
and accdeatai attnbutesj sc,, tleyire and the beings the 

obj et of de{>U'e. 

For from this would follow that pain also is to be ■> ^ 

accepted as no aim For only that which is known can be 

an object of dtsire : ( and pain is known ), because the 

S'? tha aim of min. he; is siippofccl to ofTor a uiiralitr oJ d-ifinUions oC such unftinm : 
but, he 10 ffiof 03 hiB owu growiJi and )u eack (lofinUon tkas oaerc'd some one 
fl'uv or another i« exposed. Ho much by way of apology for the uic-vitabb' 
pedantry ol the foil owing. 

Now, if ■Qiifitness- to he a irauiau alar ooumbU ui Uie tliras not iitiiig an 
obieet of dsfii re, then, eoi,trariwi80,/f),c« eonaists iii the thins bouig an objoot 
of desire. Next anppose that tke emotion of desire has found eaprossion iti a 
proposition a. ?■ deawa plcasato.' Tksa piopOBitioa discovera (at k.iat 
for tUe Naiyliyika) tUvea elomeots, via, tbedasired object oi vishayn ; the desire, 
ish.clib.1 . rnd the being aa obioefc of deaire, ichchh 'VialiayaCl The two latter 
are (jaahfyiiigor ailjreSive elb'iaents to the visUaya. wlne’a m the nboTO proposition, 
atands, not per sa, but in rolaliou to tl, 'sire. sc. sutuc iciichhiviBhRyat,! viirtl ue. 

But now it is for the Naiytyika to say whether ha regards those adjcetive 
elemints as v’lseshjiia’a i. e distingnisking attributes * wiimb must ho preaont 
with and inhera in (as fortnmg a consliluent part oE ) the object’ f tor this 
dofn,, of. Ved, paribb. Pandit Voh vn, p 430). If so, both tho ithchhl and 
the iubchhtvishayati will have to boaeoeptinl as hunnin aims along with tho Buhba 
to whiah they are both pirtfut and esseut'al, And Uiis ol' course ho e^unot ‘ 

iHxmEain To eacapo tins chEculty he is s.ipposod to Bi-gut? that stiiohha dnil 
icnchh'ivishayita are ispalai sha' a's, i. e. oocaa-onal .and acc.dLntal attributes . as J 

‘the erow pfeiekeitl on Chawra’a house ycatuday, Wiougli not Ihor,; now'. ^ 

serves to point out the house, and is therefore only an iipfilali.sliawii,’ ( cf, Vid. 1 

paiibk supra ). Now the jUsuwo ot pain i6 nuivenally du^irfd, and tins is f 

haard on tha oOis.r»<™ couseiOusneas that abaoticc <j( paiu is dcftiraUlo • iii tlia ^ 

letter BfTnn p* n a -i part of what a known and t nee only What u known aan ^ 

b* djeliad, pam to wm lie an ob ect of deeire 



3S..V '-a ^ 

^:^T'^T’'3f^^‘s^'a7?:'^flt?X|r^?tf 3 

rl'EIT^rt?’^; j ¥f ig^'^jij 

j ^ ^^^l ^!’S5?TJ;|ftseEq‘rf| t 587- 

f^=l^^1Sl^?i?T?| ^;W?ftm'«I^?}T^!f^'3^^ir¥5^^f|?T- 

knowledge which g»ves rise to desire (for the absot'co of 
pain), inasmuch as it impi'es a knowledge of certain attri- 
bixfcps in the thing desired ( sankaipakatvena ), implus a 
knowledge of pain as the counterpart of the absence of 
pain. Nor can it be held that only a part of the ( desiied ) 
object ( is the aim C'f man ), for in the case of ple'^sute this 
is absent ( sc, a 2>oi;r^ of the pleaasuie is not clpsired ). 
Nor that the subject po<tion only of the thing dtsired is to 
be acc'^pted as an aim ; for in such a caso as. ‘ IMay i 
possess heaven’ the Self would have to bs admiitedas an aim 
( which the opponent will not admit ). Nor will the third 
definition avail ; for pain and the instruments of pain, 
although these are thii’gs which one can bring about by 
volition, are not accepted as Ihe aim of man. Nor is the 
fourth definition v-^ilid , because the qualifio'ition ( inserted 
therein } is useless ( since the highest aim of man ia admie- 
tedly not the means of obtaining pleasure, but plerisiira 
itself ). Nor is the fifth definition valid , for the proban- 
duin ( sadhya ) is here identical ( with the pi ohms, hotu ), 
Nor is it possible to unfidd any oihec dWinition,.- 
because the view that pain and the instrumeists of pain are 

• The only t ow open to the opponent i* to declaie that Self s uot the ana 
of man beoknae t s dent c 1 w Ih pa u 
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ideuticrtl with Self is aIro<'idy sst aside as lniiig held by 
n<.body. 

Nor Qisy the opponent argue tbal thus («c. by denyir g 
the identify of the Self with pani ) the ail pervasive 
character uf Self is overthiown , for what we mean by 
this hll pervasive cbaraoteT is that tho Self is the substrate 
of all things ( (f adhisthana, p 67 note ) f'or the identity 
of the real ( ^atya ) with the nureal, ( mithyu ) cauaut be 
a^rmed as ^ubveisive of reality. 

And as this Veiy unjitueas to be accepted as a human 
aim cannot iLstlf be explained ( by the opponent ), v ha 
we as-k, has be proved against us ( ai.bht't ) as legards the 
unfitness of he Self to be the ana of man 1 Nor so, (ropli a 
the opponent ) ; for that something is fit fo be aocept'-d a^ 
the highest aim of mao implies the independence of that 
thing as regards other things. And this indf-pendenco 
belongs only to pleasure and the absence ot pain ; for to 
thei^e all other things are subordinate (as aims). And 
the Self la somatbig different from pleasuse and the absenoa 
of pamj for since Self ’s a positive entity ( blavarupatvcna ) 
it e;mnob be the negation of pain. And it cannot be 
urged that since Sflf is the void ( or blank pervading ) 
all tiling, it c'm be the negation of pain , for stlf-hood 
belongs to- the cogniser. Nor is the void a cogniscr ; nor 
does cognition reside in the void ; for a mere negation 
canBot u substrate ) have a positive entity bb its attribute 
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If it- b-i argued thatj thss rtiation of substrate and attribute 
!s faisely im?'glned, tbsn some substrate for this false 
surmisai must b‘i affumed , for there is no error v^dthout- a 
substrate ( of reality ). If it bs said that this very void is 
the SLibstratej then all men should be conscious of all thitiga 
as blended with this void ( wiiicb, as substrate, should 
appear identic J with the things bUrnused in it ) : but such 
is not the case, for fll things are known »s existent only. Fur- 
ther, on the view of the universe being erroneously surmised, 
some proof of the existerice of the substrate of the surmisal 
previous ( to the surmisa! ) mast he declared. If it ba said 
that this proof proceeds from itself alon^, then a void cannot 
be the substrate ; for a void is not self-proved ■ for to say 
that it is aelr.proved ( a*‘yatba ) would be to convert it into 
a mere technicality ( or synon}-m of Self ). Hence Self as 
a positive entity cannot be the negation of pain. Nor is 
the Self pleasure^ for it does not follow as an effect from 
the knowledge of garlands and other pleasurable objects, 
And pleasure is an efftet from such knowledge : if it wore 
not, then the pleasurable objects could not be accepted 
( desired ) through a desire frr pleasute. And the Self is 
not pleasure, ) because the identity of a product ( bC. plea- 
sure ) and a non-product ( sc. Self ) is inipossible. Nor 
is it the relation only between pleasure (and the Solf) 
that IB brought about as a rodiat by the aocepta- 

1(J 
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nee of pleasurable objtots ( tena, ) ; for corssciouaness takes 
the form, ‘pleasure has been produced for me’ and further, 
because the relation between pleasure and Self teohnic.illy 
termed samavaya, intimate, is not a product ( il is conside- 
red mtya, eternal in the Nyaya ), Nor is there evidence foi 
pleasure independent of ( as ) not m relation with the Solfj 
nor do you aJniit Such ; for what you admit is eternal 
pleasure only, identical with Self. Moreover, if Self and 
pleasure were identical, our consciousness ought to take the 
foim ‘ I am pleasure’ — which is not the case. Henco Self 
is indeed nob to be accepted as an aim ; beoause it is differ- 
ent from pleasure and the absence of pain. Nor apart from 
these two is there any other human aim, so that Self mighfi 
be accepted as an aim by those desiring emancipation. Nor 
can it be held that self-hood constitutes the highest aim of 
man, smee this is not the common experience of the world ; 
for pleasure and the absence of pain, relating to ourselves, 
are tba only desirable things : — thus ‘may pleasure bo mine ; 
may pain cease for med Nor does desire take the form, — ■ 
* may Saif be miue’ ^ and that which ia not desired ia not a 
human aim 
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Nor can it ba said that this ( Self) is a super-sensuous 
aim ; for the Yeda declares the aim ofmaB without runnmg 
counter to human experience. If this were otherwise, par- 
adise (svarga) also, as being something super-senauoas, could 
not Lava (for men) a blissful character. Moieover, how 
strangely has this{ Vedantin opponent ) transcended human 
experience, thatj setting' aside all human aims in this and 
in the next world, together with the means of atifcahnng 
theCQj and harassing himself with all that oomplex of pains 
from birth onwards through the yarioas stages of student- 
ship &c., to the end of life, be should rest sathfied in the 
bare statement that the Self is a trant-cendental aim ! To our 
view conforms (tathacha) the song of the Twer • — ‘Better 
he who desires to be a jackal in tbs lonely Triiida foreatf : 
nor can one accept emancipation m which no objects remaia 
to be desired, O Gautama 1’ 

t ef. GadtSdlirira’s Muttiv'i>3.s : 

Ut ^ ^ 5(3TTJ:!7?^ 

JT ^ 
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Moreover, If this Self ’S the aim of man, how i^s it that 
living beings disregard the S'df which is to be attaint d 
witboat difficuhy, and through a desire for senenoas pleasure 
go to die at one or other of the favourito tirthas ? Nor can. 
it be said that these men are deluded, for tven the S'as- 
tras approve theii action ; thus, ‘Dear one^ thy resolve to dio 

LiatiBya Pu, IV 23 . at Pjajaga thou slmlt DOt yield 

through word of man or Vfda ’ And it js a common 
f'lct that it^pers and others, sookiiig re'tt from pain, 
dioose to die. Whst then, ( the Vcdfuitui asks) is eomihing 
other than Sed to be accepted as the aim ofmim’ Assur- 
edly ; for the acceptance of pleasure and the absr-uce (tf [lam 
and the moans thereto, viz , sons and homej cattle d-e,, as 
aims, is without reproach. 

Now it may be urged that some tnen disregarding all 
present and future pleasure and the means tlioreto, and 
keeping in piew the Self alone, enter ott he’wmq and the 
oti er prescribed means. Well then, aocoidiog to the maxim 
that compliance with the opinion cf the ) many ia right, 
let these men be considered the deluded ones 
for thpy are few indeed. It may be urged that the \ ed<i 
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declares that tho Self is pleasure in the passage ‘ Brahman 
is Int^lligmce Bliss/ This may be granted ; but by this is 
not Bioanfc that Self is the aim of njan; for pleasure in ilsalf 
is not an aim but oji’y as being in relation with one's Self, 
Otherwise tlis pleasure of an enemy also would become aa 
aim^ Nor ie pleasure the aim of pleasure (which the Ved,o» 
ntia identifies with Self. ) It may be urged that wmridly pie- 
asuiG, mingled as it is with all hinds of pam, ccrtaijilj cannot 
be accepted as the aim of man * This objectioa is to be set 
aside^ because no other resource (tbaix this sorroYrmisgled 
pleasure) is open to man: nor does the fear of beggars deter 
one from patting the cooking pot on the fro. Eat (you f^ay) 
p.am comes. Away wiibit then 1 But pleasure is indeed the 
aim of wan. Why then for tlie sake of a knowledge of lh@ 
Self aro injunctioud as to hearing i^!<s. proscribed in tho Yoda ? 
Smijily to bring pim to end. 

To the view thus laid dowojV ^ Saif ta not the amj of 
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1C Tl.at which is the Seif of all thing-s ; for the S'lke 
of which the whole world is , «hafc ocean of bliss, indoj>oii* 

dent of aught else ;— pray deekxe how this Self is to be 

rejected ss the aim of nian,,,**^... •••IX-XVX, 

How is that to be rejected which is i]j,9 Esistenco of all 
Ihino's'; that from which all that is regarded as distinct is 
sheer non-entity like the horns of a man ^ XXVII, 

How is that to be rejected under whose control are all 
lirinw thincfs from Brahma down to ineects ; the ruler of all 

things V..l.-....XXVnL 

How is that to be rejected which the wise know to be 
the eye of all things , the mind of the mind, the light of 

lights, the hrighf-, pervading one ? -.XXIX. 

How is that" to he rejected, the Self which is Bliss, 
which, when it has gone to daiknosd' on its iv/o wings of 
joy^"' and great joy, gives life to all the worlds ’ ....XXX. 


• eL Tairt. Up II ^ 
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That ocean of Bliss of which only a small portion 
belongs to thi'? world ; that sea of pleasure which pervades 

the world of Brahma and the rest, who would reject 

XXXI. 

That -which being known, the majesty of Hiranysgarbha 
is estimated a,s nothing , "■ Low can that which is the utmost 
limit of all human aims be not the aim of man 1......,.„ 

XXXIL 

How can that not be the aim of men throno’h desire for 

O 

which Indra and the othersf, happy as they were, entered 
on pupib.ge and abandoned each his own sphere of happi- 
ness '?,.. XXXIII, 

All the various aetionsj sc. sacrifices &e,, prescribed in 
the Veda, have as their result the desire to know that Self 
( yat ) I pray then declare bow you can reject that 
Self XXXIV. 


* of Taitf. Up. II, 3, 4 aneJ Mdx Muller’s noto, in loco- 
I ef, Chiud. Up. VlII, 7 ‘Jfc. ^eoj. 

1 The true aim of Vedie SMrifice is aot the scouring of a transiont Paradiao 
( avarga ) tor the sacrafiGCr, but that purification of his mind whereby ho may 
gam mtuitioa of Soli which 13 UlisS cteiaal- Paradise ih but tho half-way house,' 
aa t -woru to roach fUl h ho engages n aaenfioo ^ho knowB not thra 
J ghoat tenth 
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Ho vs? can that not b© your aim by the luoro kno\v!(^fl<,^e 
ofwliioh all desires t'fcc y the causes oi pain, j^oiish ins-* 
taiitly ? XXX¥. 

Is he not a boast who rejects that Self wliicli as Bliss is 
vouched for liy all living being's in tho stnte of droanilobs 
sleep ? • ■■ -XXXVI, 


Grant then ( as the opponent holds ) that fitness to be 
„ , , . , accepted as the aim of man con" 

tlis objechons met m detail ; t 

whi^h 13 absaiate Biisb, romams as sistg in the thing being indopen- 

tiia higheat am of man. dent of aUght elsC, Bui Ulis 

mde2i&ndencc abides only in the Self ; for pleasure and the 
absence of pain are for the ’sake of Self ( tat ). If this wste 
not sOj one might accept as one’s aims the pleasure and absu" 
nee of pain pertaining to another. Hence Self is the highest 
aim of man ; and further, because Self is pleasure and the 
ab^ea of paim Nor can it be ui'ged against our view that 
Self as a pouiiiue entity oannot be the fWQalwn ot pain. 
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This would be a weak poiat in our position^ if to Self 
pain pertained as something absolutely real ; but such 
ia not the case. But the man whose vision of Self has been 
overcome by the heat of that deadly poison sc. his paasionSj 
lurking in that peisoc-fang, aa the false coasclousness of his 
body, sense-organs &o. ( as identical with Self )-“Whlch 
issues from the hood of that serpent Nescience j—such a. 
man merely surmises in the Self, to wMeh in reality no pain 
belongs, all those pain belongs, all which issue from the va» 
rious hells, raurava and the rest ; just as one might surmise 
darkness in the sun. And the negation of a falsely surmised 
thing ia no other than the substrate itaef ( in which that 
thing was falsely surmised, for only as identical with the 
Bubsirate was it aurmised ; and because, as distinct from the 
substrate, it ig non*entity ; and because the negation of non2 
entity is entity. Hence even the thinker who holda 
that the cessation of pain is the only aim of man has the 
Self indeed as his highest aim ; because Self ( tasya ) is th§ 
ccBBation of all this world of pain. 
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Nor can i() be argued that Self, inasnauoh. as it is nol 
sometbing that can be brought about as a result^ cannot 
be the aim of man ; for it has been disproved-r. that a bu- 
nian aim consista in something to be brought as a result. Not 
can it be argued that the aspirant to emaacipalion would 
not engage ( in hearing and the other presoribsd means), 
if h© were to have in view the absence of pain {so, the Self) 
which is selfesfcablished ( i. e. already exists independent of 
his ottorts ). For it acoorda with our view that activity 
{ on the part of the aspirant ) should be impossible after lie 
has gained intuition of Self as identical with Brahman ; 
because the result of his activity ( tat ) has been brought 
about ; whereas, previous to this, his activity ig fruitful 
only through hia intuition of Self as identical with Brahman/ 
which is the cessation of all pain. Nor is it to bo urged that 
knowledge also is not something to ha brought about as a result, 
beoauaa th© mental modification ( vritti, which is suppo- 
sed to give rise to the intuition ) is something falsely iraa- 
pned, and because knowledge {chaitanya, Brahman ) 
IS the Self, For this judgment ( as to the faldty of menfcHl 
activity ) is subsequent to the rise of ( perfect ) knowledge 
C sc. the HI tuition of the identity of Brahman and the Self). 


* I GltBS ct Ved fell, 1 14 Bh«hy* 



srifqsf qat 
mnm , » n "ST*?! f«sff«xif%j 
5gqr^q?5^ fs^c5??3L ^ ^ 

5^«5R- 

es?f€f: I 5f ^ Sr^t^cRT ?s^^%: un^f‘ 

ES?!TqTc?IfSi:t71^iTfwa|5!^5f^T^qT5cf;^^«gq'?^^^ftt^m- 
I ^ ^i3f fg|H h^j^st^tt^- 

Nor is it to be argued that the absence of pain is not 
alone the aim of man, because, as a matter of fact, through 
the greed for pleasure to be enjoyed, activity follows in regard 
to an obvioU'ly pamful object. For the Self in its charac- 
ter of the highest Bliss is pleasure also. Noe is there any 
contradiction herej for we have proved that Self, as the 
object of the highest love, is pleasure ( cf p. 10 ), since love 
for a Self which is not pleasure is unknown. And it must 
not be urged that because pleasure is something produced, 
the identity of a product (sc. pleasure ) and a non-product 
( so. Self } IS impossible : for it has not been proved that 
pleasure is a product, And it cannot be urged that the 
consciousness ‘ pleasure has been produced for nee’ is a proof 
of this ; for tbs above consciousness was brought about in 
another way, sc. through the rise of a mental modification 
capable of manifesting ( s. e, removing the veil of Nescience 
from) pleasure whieh is the Self, — ( and this was possible ) 
through the merit acquired by the individual in his former 
lives. Nor is it to be argued that (if Self and pleasu re are 
identical ) our consciousness should take the form ‘ I am 
pleasure. ’ Forj as against him who knows the truth, this 
is merely to affirm 'what he himself maintains ; but such 
consciousness does not accrue to him who knows not the 
truth, because hs falsely identifies the Self with his body and 
with hia consciousness of ‘ I’ (ahamkara), which againhavo 
been falsely surmised ( in the Self): and because in his case 
the Seif appears in coaaoiousnesa ( sc, I am happy ) as 
Bubordmate to hia body and ahamkica ( tatra ) 
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H«nco algo the Naiyityikas are deladod who hold that 
the Self bag knowledge, pleasure &o. as attributes. Nor can 
it be said that the line of argument ( adopted above in re- 
gard to pleasure ) will bold equally well in regard to 
pain. For since pHin is absent from the states of dreamlosa 
sleep &o., it cannot bo the Self { which is all pervasive ) : 
and because there ia no evidence ( to support the argument 
advanced in regard to pain) ; and because Smti, declaratory 
of pleasure ae the Self, contradicts this position. Accordingly, 
our view is that Self-hood alone constitutes the highest aim 
of man. Nor can the reproach that our position transcends 
human experience find place ; for mighty rhhis like Vyasa 
and Vasiifhtba and mahaiajag like Kishabba, through a 
desire to obtain Self, put aside all plea'^ure, here and here- 
after, together with the means of obtaining such. Nor can 
the maxim that compliance with the majority is right apply 
here ( to exclude the few like Vyasa and the rest ) ; for 
this maxim does not hold ( even the opponent will admit ) 
in regard to the false identification of the Self with the 
body ( by the ignorant majority ), 

Nor can it be argued'that even if the Self is pleasure^ 
it cannot be the aim of man„ on th ground that there is no 
i^eh thing as pleasure in relation with, itself ( se. pkaaure 
viewed as Self). For the relation desired (’adde^yakatvat)^ 
ia that -of identity of Self ^ with pleaaure). 
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For pleasure is accepted as an absolute aim. ‘How 
may pleasure enter into tire relation of identity with my be- 
loved Self’ — the man, who thus desires and is unable to id- 
entify Self with pleasure because his mistaken notion ( of 
Seif and pleasure being distinct ) prevails) is content to de- 
sire merely the relation ( between Self and pleasure ). Nor 
can it be said that this relation is in itself the aim of man, 
forit is something other than pleasure and the absence of pain 
( which alone the opponent regards as the aims of man ), 
Ent as regards the opponent’s statement that pleasure can- 
not be the aim of pleasure, that was due to his falsely sur- 
mising that pleasure is not Self. Nor can it be urged that 
( on the view of Self and pleasure being identical ) lepers 
and others would not choose death) since the very fact of 
this choice proved that Seif is pleasure ; for^ thinking that 
the body is the cause of pain to the beloved Self these men 
set at nought lha body and not the Self { they do nob 
disregard the Seif) as is proved by the fact that they do 
desire pleasure in the world to come. For this reason death 
at one or other of the favoudte tirthss is praised ( in the 
Sastras )) since death too is an abandontnent of the body. 
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Nor can it be urged that if Self is the solo aim of mauj, 
it fallows that there is no difference between an emancipated 
soul and one that is still m the bonds of transmigration. 
Nor there is a dilference between them due to their knowle- 
dge and ignorance respectively. Nor the ignorant one be- 
ing deceived, regards his Self as agent and enjoyei’, as in 
the bonds of transmigration and subject to decay and death. 
Bub he who hag knowledgej when he has done away with 
Nescience as falsOj the cause of all paiiij and its products, 
on gaining intuition of the Self through the unanimity of 
the Vedas, of his teaofier and his own experience— the Self 
which ia the substrate of the whole world, which, per contra, 
is neither agent, nor enjoyer, nor bound in transmigratory 
ponds ; nor subject to birth, decay and death ; (bat which) 
ia self-lumiaoua Existence, Intelligence Bliss, abaoiate in its 
own nature, described (in S'ruti) as beyond hunger kc ; as 
neither great nor small ; as not this, not this ; as Existence, 
Intelligence then this one who has knowledge becoiaea 
the highest aim of man ( sc. the Self ), established in his 
greatness, the absolute Bliss, unlimited as to space, time 
and substance. 

Nor beyond this is aught to be deaired , for all deanea 
find their goal m the attainment of Self 
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17. An objection ’ How can intuition of Self be effected 

Objecfeions :—('rtJ'Vecla can effect tbrOUgb S*futi, for ®oIy to knoW“ 
only OTecZwse knowledge of sell ; ledge effected through a Sen'*©" 

organ does intutional character belong ; and because it is the 
nature of verbal communioation (^abda) to bring about non- 
intuitional (mediate) knowledge. Y or is it correct to say that 
the power to bring about intuition of the Self, which is self 
presented, justly belongs to verbal coramunication a'so. For 
the nature of an instiument of knowledge cannot be chaa* 
cred. and because through verbal communication ( and infe- 
renoe &e. ), only a mediate knowledge of fire and like objects 
is effected, though these are fit objects for immediate know- 
ledge. Nor is it right to hold that mediate knowledge also,^ 
when repeated, becomes immediate ; for such is not obser- 
ved in regard to inferential knowledge, &c , since Terbal 
character belongs equally to each succeeding cognition. Nor 
may an opponent reply, — Well then, away wdth intuition of 
Self I For { if there be no such thing as intuition ) it will 
follow that there can be no desttuciion of Keaoienoe and 
its products which are forms of mtuitional error, ( since 
intuitioncd error can be removed only by intuitional right 
knowledge ). Hence ( concludes the opponent of p. 66 ) 
there b no intuitiona knowledge of the Sglf. 
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With regard to this point some ( Vedautins )^ maintairi 

(6) Veda ii^us mind JUGcosaai'y foe that the iDsbfuniental oause of 
nmmodiate knowledge of Silt. iattutioii of the Self 13 indeed 

the internal orgaoj asSisted by the store of mental impres- 
sions springing from verbal knowledge { sc. knowledge 
through S'ruti ) which knowledge was effected through cons- 
tant practice of hearing and the other prescribed means* 
Nor is it to be argued that intuition which is dependent 
on ( a store of ) mental impressions is untrustworthy, as is 
the intuition of one’s dead son ( — such is the force of these 
mental impressions that the father seems to see 
his dead son before his eyes — ). For tiust is to 
be placed in this intuition of the Self, sinea it based 
on the Veda- as its authority ( isabdaprarnfma ). Nor 
eao it be urged that this view is contradicted by the pas- 

Mtt. Up. ii‘4. sage— *fiom which ( Brahman) 

speech, with the mind, turns away unable to rea((h it.’ 
For even if it be held that Self is mad© known by the Veda, 
the same contradiction will result ( in regard to the above 
passage, where speech is said to turn away from Brahman ). 
And there is no contradiction ) bsoaus© the above passage ia 
intended to deny that the Self oan be made known hj human 
utterance, and by a mind unpurified by Vedio purifications 
( sa heariog, pondering. Sse the Veda-word ). 

• Tha Tjew of Vfcch*sptt lli«ra ef, Bh6m»ti pp 86, 114. 
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The above view must be rejected ; for the Veda alone brings 
about intuitional kiiowledge of the Sdfj since m the passage 
Met It J3 the t.h!iracter of tua ^ I a k fur that p&rsou (puruaha) 
obiuet to b 0 kuowii fprAineya) th-»t which IS made knowii in the IT pa- 

(lEtermines the chijraott*r o(. the irs- . , , , , r, , , 

, , r . I ,1 , tiishads, (Bnhau Up. III. 9, 26) 

triujjeut of kno'ut.Ui'e fpr.im<.uU, ? V I t 

and not vies asri,'x. Saif (Dr^hman) a f|ualifioat.!on js declared as 


being an oteinally Belf-priseistad ea- 
titj, all knowludge of it niu''t bom- 

7iiuhite, mil Btich kaowkilge of it 

the Veda oan aflo'd, if tho aoutenoi-s 
Jio taken m tho'r tnplied and not in 
their hceral, sense. 


to the Sfelfj so. tliFit of being 
made known by the Upanishads. 
And this quali6c&tion justly ap- 
plies to Self; provided that the 


Selfj while it is not made known through any source but the 
XJpanishads (itariivishsyatve) is made known through them 
alone ; otherwise the qualification ia unnecesssry, if it 
does not exclude other sources of evidence for the foeli^ 
( And ) because it ia a Uot of exptrienco that human utter- 
ance too, sc Thon art the tenth man, &c* does indeed 
bring about intuiiion of ones Self ( when this is regarded as 
dwelling within one’s body. ) 

Nor is it to be argued that < as a consequence of our 
view ) tiie special character of the pramana vould be lost 
(bo. in bringing about intuition, the ^-tbdapramdna would 
cease to be what it is and would become pratyakahapra- 
mlna ) : for the character of a pramana depends on the 
object to be kaownt ; and the Self, the object ia this case, 
is eternally ( self-presented ). 


* el. Panahudaili. ratiiUt Vol. Vill, p. 589 
t c£ Vad pan h t Yol Vll pp 107 ot 
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Nor is ib to be urg'f’cl that iniuit’‘onal eharfielcT is an 
attribute otily of the cognition ( and not of tlie tiling cogni- 
sed ) ; for intuitional character is declared t»f the Self also 
Btihad, Up. HI. 4. L in the priS^RgC— ‘ tliC iinint'd!- 

ately presented, the positively presented Biahnmn, the Si.lf 
which is within all ' 

What then, it may he asked, is this iromediacy (or intui- 
tional "character of the object)? Tt consists in the 
obj'eet cognised not basing really divided off from, the cognis^r, 
( e, the object ia directly cognised, without the int©rvt-n- 
tinn of any second cognition ) And this not, being divided 
■0^ from the cogniser, has its end in the cogniser’*' ; for it is 
a common fact that the fmther the object cognised is remo- 
ved ftom the cfgniser, the more is it'’ mediate ( non-iiitui- 
tional ) character increRSPd. And thus, if the Vtda gives 
rise to mediate knowledge of the Self , which is by nature 
immediately presented, it gives rise to error, for it makt'S 
known a thing as other than it i3 (sc, the Veda, on this 
supposition, declares as mediately known the Self, which is 
really immediately known). And if intuition of Self, whichis 
the means tofinal emancipation, IS effected through the mind, 
its untruaiworthiness follows, since it is effected through an 
instrument which does not always attend (vyabhiohati) right 
kno'^lcdge(ge. the mind, is sometimes the instnuxn nt of erroi). 

• J Y». fcho oflgn le und Brsthmaa the cogiu9cd bceemeono cl, "S od pa tth 
PinditYol lY pp3Wet(cq, 
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Nor Citi it;'! tfU'ifcwortlii le's be urgeii on fche ground that 
tf- is based on Vedi ; for ( your contention ig th^t ) the 
V«da. does not furnish intuitive ( but only mediate ) knovvle- 
Jye of the Self. And bee lUse your view ( that mind is 
the organ of intmton of the Self) cotitr^dicts the SVuti 
pa sag-, which dtciares that St If is beyond speech and 
mmd. Nor oan you urge that tliis passage lefers to a 
worldly mind ( un purified by hanring &c. ) , for there is no 
ratson why the primary moaning of tlu, pagshge should be 
=’e]ecSctI Nor Cfifi jijn mge that even if the view that 
SJf is made known by VecU be adopted^ the same fault 
will app'y, sc tiiat of contradiction in regard to the above 
SNiti passage. For (we hold that ) Self ( tat ) is made 
known through the relation technic diy teimed impliccotion 
lakahsna ) 

I -f 

18. Hire it may be obj-efcod that implication does not 


apply to such sentences as ‘th*!t 
thou art’; for if a part of tlse 
meaning of the words bs accep- 
ted through what is teehnic^iliy 
termed hJuigcdahshanCi ( where- 
by a part of the meaning is abmdoned and a part retai« 
ted* ), the abandonment of what is direeliy enounced in 
S' u i f o v9 aa a consequence 


* Ohjeetions ■-"( a ) to brtko the 
mnbVvlIcya ‘ ihat thou nrt ’ m an 
sense la to sni'sendtir the par- 
an oimt authoiity of VliI.! 6o that of 
pereeption, infarenee and the other 
pramaias. 


• er V ud. pa bh Vo MI p IT 
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Nt>J’C'in it Its urjjfed a;j;ainst thb viow thniy aw W'lon as 
it 19 oltsetvcid tiiab two wotcl^ staiiding with th'-i wuniw uase- 
afBs rt.f''*’ to a comuicai subjoof, tite ul0"iiiy of tlie tlun^^s 
dtinoted by liia tivo m oidw— ^^ liieh idsuiily is the meaou t:; 
of the wholQSf>tiSeiice — iw poieoivcit ; o,[ul feisico this ideiitU} is 
impossible in tlm case ofjiwa and l^L^.‘ll!l^ltln’ln5 i.wo ti!itii.s 

witb.opposidsttt'ibu.bs>''0. jivais lln t.iBnsinp^i’aiiuo Self, aiul 
Paranidtman h t!ie non-ira,iifcnugratinaf Sdf, tim [iriniary 
( or diiect ) nieaninp; ("f suen stut’aic s) booomi s inpiossibb, 
and tl\ft>efcre jmjjho i-iliihi m^y lijrhtly a]»|ilj.' to tbeiu. h'oe 
impos'ibility ( cotiawictif n ) cannot lunu in repaid to Ibe 
moaning ( or thing ) estahli.siitd in h Kiuti |Mfasag« (sc. 
that must be whicii Sbui.i dtcl.ms ) 

Nor can it !»e aryuai (ii«f, th.) identity t.f the two non- 
oppofced pH'ts ( if difi''- and limn, sc, pUie Intelligence ) is 
made knowri (by S'ruti ) by reason id' the oontr.idictn n 
resulting fioin the e'ceicis- of Oie oiher souices of cvijHtK 3 
(pereepbiun ) inturioict; tSic whicb declare a diildrence bt-twceii 
the two naturally distil ct tilings ( sc jiva and Jitabin» 4 n ) 
Per tli 6 POnrcft of evuifeiiee vilneh doda'cs fora c’diertxiee is 
itself untrus worthy as l> 6 ing ui oppoaninit to iShuti. Ofcner- 
■wise^fsc if peTcepd'in, iiilerfnoe, &(;. are not to 1 h set aside 
by feruti ) a knowledge of the x op'irtite, One without a 
second, the Self xviiiun all tin ga, could not ri suit fr no 
Sruti even by itn plication, as boing contradicted by peroi p 
tion inference do, which make known diircrouee ( duality ) 
in all its fonn-"^'. 
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And sr) thera is no iinpos'ihiii'y ii^ regard fo the piimary 
manning ( ot" the ^sentence ‘ tl'fii ilmu Mit ' ) Nef c»v> theie 
l)a a contic-tion iielv.ei^u the literal and miylnd tiieaiiingR rf 
the tvoris ; foi ilio tlimg implied, sc '"e’t is unreKted, Nor 
OMii any hmg he ratal eO to the uta’elaifcd ; sioi cnn the 
mnoUtad bocmp/iVi^ ; for this is iio’ support eu by <-xoenence. 
Nur IS It a fast tlia! HU object, T\hiuh is ab'^oui ely nnnaino- 
filile O'ln he made knoviii by impioniion , bn, in lagard to 
such iinjdiiod o j ct j siliiice must follow ( — the o'y ct. b-^nio 
nameh ss ) 11 111 1 -g I.rd to the nn[)liod o!j]eA ( latra ) ,i 

further r Utinn of implication* be luaiiituiued, thau tlie 
series of ••iijh icl-^tiOiiS boconies t-ndjo'S, 

Further, IS oi'e thing implied by the t-^yo words ( that 
and f/om ), or arc shmgs mifdod ? Not one thing ; for 
llion uiiH <'l' lire two words ih ruinece'>s -iry, and it f dJosvn 
th-it thejG iv 111 i bo no difihimoo bat w- on the meaning r f 
the words »nd the mcHrnng of the 'ontenoH, Oriftiieje 
b« H diilei otieo, tlien the Impariite ( ut.clilf r iicwd Bi ilinisn) 
t uld not b) wiint the pentenoe means, ( — thr odlfro ce, 
wdmi ever 1 C nngl'h bg would trecome au attribute to IbahinMi 
of wiiiuh it might be predic'tod , but the seuteno- is sop- 
po.sad to tnach the at tribute-Bs^. pradiCrtt -leSH Biohuisn ). 
H i-iicc also the Pecond olterna'iva ( sc. that tivo tilings aie 
imp led by the tveo words ) will fiot liold , and also becniise 
thole would ther' be no such relation as mi'phcntnm ho> 
twoen them F'-r imp] option, Avhich is poatulaied to remove 
the contr idifti ion which results when the identity of two 
opposed 1 iimg-i is in<iintained_ does not fialfll its function ns 
tend ng m t ) of t e tw d ct t i ge 

* IliB tenai 1 fUiljliOit 
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MurfeoyeVj in tiie V’.-'daats, c^uch ^entoilOi.'S aa * th-it tiiou 
arfc ’ &o. are primarif to wlueSi all others at© 
me^aly (incillary. And ao, iinpiioalion cannot apply to a 
pjiimarj aectesjce ; it applies cndy to secondary aentencea 
(itaiatraiva), since thes-a do iiof have iheir ohj^'cte in constant 
eontiexion with the pimiaiy seutencea (tatrn) ; Mcoonliny to 
the hi'iXiui tliat ‘ the asaumptinn of on irreoul jnfcy (such aa 
that of putting aside the lit&tai f-r an ^iplu’xl nitaioio.') is 
to be made only in regard to a ?cc> ndary senleneo. 

In regard to this some teachers holil that in a setitimeo 


( (1 1 ttiiripfif'^'^avy ; fot liy 

tha mf'chod tctiUf il /j^dAnsi rii"->i,"dJi-ilMttt- 
iiya, i e by the rtn o'ru'tjou of 2 I''■^ or 
yojL'^onal af^iitjeiicf Uio ulcatity 

enounood la tba iiuiU iVfikyn nny bu ruco- 
giiisod i ']’he opijoucot 9C itt9 tlin'Vioiy 

oiUy to rojLCt it , intfi him jivn la reil, 
ef jip 9 15 Mcpra }, 


such ss ‘iliat tijou art’ im- 
plicalioK ns not fuhiiKied, 
Nor cm It he argued Hi 'it 
( aocouhng to tlien vdew ) 
ilio relfttluui of identity ( ye* 
llif^t of roforring to one 


and the same substrate) cannot Httach to jiva and 
Paramatinan oppow-rd as they arc. Foi tii's rcNiion is 
possible W'hen one of the tuo thing^ has been ]}ro\0'l falsa, 
as in the case of the rope and the snake mrstfikeii for 


it, Kor IS it to be o!>jpct«cl that sine f in answer to the 
question, — NVhieh of the two, jiv.a or Paraniahuiati, is to 
bo rejected as no conipinlliug reason fox iho fld'qn 

tion of one or othpr altt^rnativo us foi rdicoinuig, one might) 
■urge that the P<sr,nna'mat) sl,0'ild be rejecbrd as fahe, iu 
ivhich esse S' uti (Sa-^t a) ivonhJ Inrinina'e with (tnachiiifr 
the reality of) jiva itIl ch it; not iho hiih of luim wuuJd 

therefore cease to b n. eouice of ri^ it Ino’ftlo go 
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For from the passage} ‘ Bt-abman is FxisteucP} Intelli- 
Taitt tJp IL 1. gence InSque/ the reality of 

Brahman is ascertained, and therefore the rejection of ihe 
tranamigraung jiva as false follows by a process of exclusion. 

What (it may be ashed) is tins jiva ? Is it infe’Iioent, or 
unintelligent, If intelligent, jiva is indeed Brahman^ and 
therefore its rejection as false is impossible. If not intelli- 
gent, then jiva, like earthen pots &c cannot bean enjoyer. 
It may be answered, theteis no fault here ; for since jiva is 
a letlexion of Intelhgence, it is not what is commonly known 
cither as Intelligant or as unuitelligent { sc, it is an inex- 
plicable product, anirvachanya, and therefore unreal). Nor 
can it be argued that a reflexion of the formless (colourless) 
Intelligence, ( Brahman ) — is impossible, for a reflexion In 
clear water of formless ( coiourle^s ) ether is a common fact; 
and because of the S'xuti j>assage — ‘ lie ( Isvara ) became 

Bribad Up II B 10. like unto every form’. And when, 

Buhad. Up. II. 4. c. jn accordance with tha passage, 

^ this every thing, all is that Self,' all things se. Nesci- 
ence and all its productsj have been rejected aa 
false, then the Highest Self alone, pure Bliss, remains be- 
hind in the state of final emancipation. XhUi, ( in the 
above view ) nothing u left unexplained 
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Ilut, the a!(OVf vl'W ( Riy othfis ) ia to l)o i’'“joctf'd , for 
froui iti C llowa that b( nd^t'B at.d Miifitici|t,it ion do not rof^r 
to the sozufj iodividn'-l (se tlie ho'find ono ih the niirro] jiva the 
(ima'iV'tp'itfid one v^ Bi’-ihitian) .iliso that .strivings; fif(<u enian- 
cipotion on the p'srb of an nsjaranl 'S itupossihle ; foz' none 
strives fificr the ®mHiieipatiuu of fuiother, nor can Ins own 
desii action he Uie aim of man Nor c«n it be urfje.l thst 
because there is an end to pain (when one is destroyed^, tlm 
ahsouce of ji in is indeed the aim of mnii, Bor to whniii 
e-in Lins bo an aim, Muco tlie luin Inuiseif (orjiva)is 
( hy 8U[)positiGu ) set. a-idc as false ? 

Andjivais not u-imal, for its identity with the real 
Se]f( the Hiyli-st Self) is declared in iJie passao'e, ‘ lot me 
cima Up. VI. 3 2 . eiitirr with this living Self 

( )' 

And beoauso a diHcrenoo between them is denied in 
Biiiiad Up. III. 7. 33 the passagp, ‘ theie is no other seer 
luL that one ' ; 

Nor may it be olijected that to she Qighest Self^ which 
is bj" n'ltura beyond the bonds of transmigration, cannot 
poitftin the character of jiva, which is by nature subject to 
tbosa Loniis. For this is possible through the comiexion 
( of the Paramatinan ) with certain adjuncts such as Nesci; 
0 Qce &o,j just as d irk colour is fal ely -aBcribed to ether 
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Nor from the passage, ^ He ( Isvara ) became like ii.i* 1 
every form,’ can it be maintained that jiva is a refiesio^i ; i , 

by the worJ prabiiup% is meant only the likeness ( 0 ^' (;h 3 
Self ) to all bodies whatever, as possessing all afcfcn’ i'*" j 
human and the rest. Or granting thatjiva is a reh^: ' 
it is still not unreal ; for the identity of the reflected obj 
and the reflexion is recognised ( and the reflected obj-'-^ 
real ). How then, it may be asked, does the conscicu^-sSitSj! 
of these as different arise ^ The reply is that in reg to .«■' 

the own nature of a thing ( svarupa ) which ^s rofJ' f ' > c 
and without any attributes, ( cf p 64 ) e^ g. a. huma^j ' 

or the moon, a throe-fold consciousness of reflected ob ,, 
reflexion and own nature of the thing is observe? tie r , -■ r 

after a connexion bt-tweeii the own nature of the tin.; 
certain limiting adjuncts has been imagined. Rii?'qW- 
hypofchesis, that in regard to such sentences as ‘that •'ji 
community of reference ( i e. identity of that and ^b***,’ ] obo 
tains after one or other of the two has been rejected h,j Hha 
is beyond the tenor of the Veda _and irregular (hu, 
shown above, both Paramalman and jiva are real ). 

Hence it has not been proved that knowb.dii's -'I 

the Self, the abac ate Existence, Intel gence Elm ,r j.i 
^ rom such sentences throupb nnphcation. 
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19 To this it i;j replied : — 

The identity of two opposed things is nob indeed made 
known by the Veda. The rejection of the other souioea of 
evidsnec ( sc, pcreajitioiij inro-eiiao ) l’*kos placcj when no 
other couise is possible (than tihat of their rejtctioum 
favowr of Veda )..-,XXXVli. 

What wag said in regard to this point, via. that since 

Kepiy • tho authority oE percap thero is uo impossibility ( con- 

noa, T,,fo..aee, ilc,. mut. bo laaiuta- ^radl.'tion ) attaching 'tO tllO 

incd Eo lon^ a3 thjao can bo roeon- ^ _•= 

riuU 7 ithVeda this is pc.siMe by pmwy moaning, implication 

taTsing tho mt-anmif Cl Voda. Will UOb apply ( tO SUch senten- 

ces af) ' that bhou art’ ). cannot bo accepted. For the idenilty 
of the two opposed things, vix. jTva and Paiamatman is. 
ovci thrown by a trustvvoiihy suurco of evidence, since no 
oynnine source of evidence makes knowai the identity of two 

O 

opposed things. Nor can it argued that there is no im- 
possibility ( in regard to the primary meaning ), smee the 
Veda overthrows all ihe other souices of evidence. For a 
thing ( sc, cognition) is not rejected as false merely by sayis g, 
ix, must bo rejected . but it is rejected because m no other 
way can the estab hhing of itg object (hc that which it aiukea 
known ) he saved from contradiction 
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But whereas i.i the present ciae, ti,o thing to b? 2-»rovcd 
(t^jt, &c, that the sentence ' thnt thou art ’ leaohes tlis jcle i- 
tity ofjiv/i and E5ahni.*in) can be pt’.oTf.d iti ano.hei way, 
sc, througii unplicatinn, contr^dictioi! does ceit'dnlr atitae 'S 
to tlu primary meanitig of such a sentence ( i e, lire Vtdie 
sentence ‘ tl>at thou art' does not overthrow tho oH! or 
sources of evidence ) Otlierwise (i c. if 25e!C^.pbion and 
the other sources of ovidence, which contradict tpo Ihesai 
meaning of a aentenoe, are to be rejee'ed in fw oar of the 
literal meanir.g ) it will fdlow that irnplicatinn uiii be alto- 
getlnr done aw-iy with • for, as eoncerniog worldly usage 
al O; iin^^^'cation obtains only in ihecaso of a sentence wiioge 
authniiiy is certain — (if tha sentcnCR itself bo of douhiful 
authority, no attempt is made to explain its implications )» 
Andso, when the of h.er sources of evidence, winch coniraoict 
the litoral meaning c£ a sentence, nre rejected as false 
because they a-e contradicted by such a sentence, it follows 
that there will be no co itradicinoM lu rtg jr! to the senieoee 
(?, c, it wilt have io be undbistood iitofally ) and thn-sFoic 
no implication will obtaiu in tegird to it. 

And the connexion of the unrelated ( cc Self ), wiach 
i? the implied nieaning of the w.*r-lfc, with die literal mea- 
no.^; IS not impo=isib'e ; fot thc^e cm be a co‘)«'exin» 
smu'Wod by Neicicnco [>ct vvee i cve- ts-m wb.ch is Uf m" 
onrj certain linjitmg Hilj.r'cu ; f o, iioe, n ir-r.. 

nai org n &c ju'^^ as owls that '-i^n- ot «;0' "v '‘“y r ‘a i e 
that a cunuexi o e\ s a b t\ t ^ n 1 J h 
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Ab opponsHfcBiay here object that if (as supposed above) 
implication is to apply through » fals -Iy surmised connexion, 
then such imphoation cannot be real (and, tfierefcrf’, the 
resulting intuition of Self will ba false also). Oo not speak so 
loud ( we reply) as if announcing sumethu'g new ! Fur it is 
abundantly clear that there isj nolliing repugnant to the 
grand tenet of Monists in^^maiotainn g ( as we do heic ) the 

falsity of duality, just because duality is contradictory of 
Monism ( non-duality X 

Nor will silence follow in regard to the thing implnd 
(by the W 01 J 3 lhat and thou, of, j> V3 ) , for (ho meaning of 
the word that is uiadf known by hiicli pa >-0 <gua as ‘ Bra- 
hmanj which is Intelligence, Bli-ss ’ which are explanatory 
of the word. And suioo miplicatiori do-a not aituch to the 
■words Intelligence &c, in the above passage ( tairaj so, 
these worda uiaks known Brahnmn, directly^ by abludhJ ) 
there is no endless series of implications (of, p. 93), Nor 
can it ba argued that since (m the above icisauge ) an 
aivlibutive reJaiion ( vaisishtya ) is made known ( between 
E*‘-bmau)and ceitain claas-attnbijies ( samilr.ya), sc, 
jpossessirty intclligmce &c. the tSnng nnplo.d, vis, the a.firibu- 
teless ( Brahman ) aannoi be jirovf^d by naoh pa- .--.g' s. For 
i,& VediLutias do non admu any uich tbhig an d‘u;a''4>n~ 
but® ( generality ) disiiuct fioro iho individun! tbiugp 
which IB in rUatioD -with many imiting a ju cts 
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Since a persislent cunsciousness* is due simply to the in- 
dividual which persists in ( or pervades) the oousciousness ; 
jut-h as the one reflected thing, sc the moon, pejvades the 
many reflexions of the moon ( and so gives rise to the per- 
sistent conseioustiess ‘ This is the same moon reflected m 
the many waters’ ). 

And the thing implied by the word thou can be declared 
by each words as rntne^s &c , tp the manner already eiiown 
(by bhagatj iigaiabahafia of. p. 91 ). 

' Noi can there be any controversy as to the existence 
of the Witness : for ( if tise Wnness exists not ) it follows 
that there is an end feo the eXfici.se of ah seances of evidence i 
since, in the absence of the Witness, an unperceived object, so. 
one not declared in any true c- guition, con d not be proved to 
exist, (and if no unperceived object exists, the pramanas 
have nothing to energise in regard to ) If it be held that 
Nescience la proved liy a source of evidence, then there can 
be no destruction of Ne'-cienoe ; (for no jiramaaa can destroy 
the thing which ib makes known, and Nescience is in this 
case the thing mads knoivn ). Or if this be granted ( sc. 
that Nescience is not de.'^troyed ), then a sonice of evidence 
IS useless, for in this case no special result ( at!3aya = 
ajnanatiivritti ) has been effectid by it ( pramanakrifca, sc. 
the oljocfc would still r'^main unpercewed, ajnaia ). ( Nor 

can it bti s'sid that an unfioroeived object is proved by error, 
c. it 3 unpurceivednfcss is a mit>take simply ), for such an 
object (being iiiuhiuc) cannot be vouched fur by any pramana. 

^ i<’oT and tho "Vai y&liikJ. prgol of Sdm^uyaj &te uote# p, 

lOtJ Ui rs 
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Accordingly, the right conclusiCiu is tlmt n. source of 
evidstics tuakes known an object ( pranieya ), wh’ch, as 
something unperceived, had been vouched for by the Wit- 
ness, even pteviouH to the exeici.^e of the source of evidence. 
Hence there is no C'lnflict as to tlvi existence of the Self 
( atra ), And tlms Suresvaia d( elates : i^How can llmt 

Taut Up IJh^ahjflvavtika, p. 167. not CXIsfc Hi Fegmtl tiO which. 
si. 10. sd Apte I'ooiei 1H«0 ( yat ! a ) sourct s of evtdonc©, 

false sources of evidence and e(>uni,eriejt cogmiious. kU alike 
declaie truly ( sc. all these tt-sfcdy no tlio Witness ot eternal 
Cognition per se, witlioiit winch they could tiol. bo )*. 

Nur is there any uncoitaijity fis to whetiier the two 
words ( ‘that’ and ‘ thou’ ) luoMa only one thing or more 
tlian one thing , h'r even if the two woids d.uiote one thing, 
it IS oidy the knowledge fcjfect.ed thmugh a senfcene > as a 
source of ei- idenoe Uiaij can destroy the on orieous Ofit] 'n 
thnt the two things meant liy the words a'O flistinet ( 7 , e 
there luust. bs the two wrurla t,e uiako Up t!ie requi'^itc ai n- 
teuca ) Nor is one of t lie iw > words Ui Im'Sj yince in the 
absence of tdie second woid there would by no cord radiotimi 
as to 'he ht^rd meaning, and, thorofore, the Jmbvissble 
( Brfthman ) which is the tiling moant by the sentence 
could not be made known thrmigli impiieatum. And because 
a word «]oue i* not a source of evidence,'^ 

A woid BerYf’'a only to r(c»U mi ohjact prsvsonf'Iy knoii-n an 1 doos 
SOI testify O’- ita reehty cf Ved p(»-n+ ■wi'ei'e fmi“6i ( rFCol'ec"' 0 " i0 
cxe ad^ from pr»ti a ri^ t kn vv eil|jn 
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Not ia miplioation impossible m regard to a piiaiary 
spnfeooe. For tbe primary chamoterof a g-entence consists in 
tlia soutencs making known something which 3S indepBudent 
of something else. And this primary character is indepen- 
dent of the quesliofi Avbaiher the sentence is to be unders- 
tood literally or thiough implication. Nor does this view 
contradicD the maxim (sc ir-cgaUrity is to be assumed m 
regard to a secondary s<^ritenoe only ) for the infixim applies 
’inhere the thri;g made known is made known by tbs power 
o£ the Avords ( ^. o. literally ). 

20. Hete it may be ohjectad that Avhat has been esta- 


blished is that ( from such a 
senteiiCe as ‘ that thou art ’ ), 
through imphcation^ the identity 
is made kuowa of the Self wi- 
thin ( pratyagatman h — or that 
portion of pure lateliigenco 
which pervades the thies states 

ji.V'^ *-'J n-* iv - 

(of wakingjdreaming and dreamless sleep), and is free from the 

various attributes of the transmigrati-ry spheres, sc. agency 
&c 5 and the absolute Existence, Intelligence. Bliss,— or pure 
Intelligence, Avhich pervades all products beginning with 
ether, aud is frus fiom the various attribataa, sc. the 
the cause of the ‘world ^ do 


ObjoctioDS by a bbeda-votlmOvlio 
mamtaius that duality is real as given 
m perception, milureuce .(.e) : (ii) YeUa. 
wMo it tDaobca the idtflUEy of Jiva 
and Farimatmau, does not teach the 
unreality ^1 the World : for the ovvn 
nature of a thing, svarapa, conetitu' 
ties bhe^la, differenoo, and it vonheed 
for by all the pramanas t 
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Buti in this w^iy all difference ( duality) has not been 
overthrown, for there stili remains a riiiference constitutocl 
by the not-Self, ( whiph remains as the diffcxenoej or ■nega" 
tion, of the S-lf ptfu-med above ). Nor is it oonect to say 
that pero-'ption, iiit'eronoG &e , which make known a diiteic- 
nco hetweeu iioti-S«d!l: ( and Self), are ant lUsUvorthy, just 
as the evidence which declares a dilference between Saif and 
the Highest Sdf is untrustworthy 5 since the oonhrnintory 
exatnpie ( now adduced ) cannot itself be jiroved. For ihoto 
is no GviJence declamtoiy of the diFei'once between Self and 
the Highest Sulfj iiiastuuch as those two are self-iuniinnua 
and cannot therefore be made known by a source of evide- 
nce. And because a source of evidence which makes known 
certain snhjeets as quH!ifi<^d by aUributes, and ^yhiGh has 
fulfilled its fuflolion already ( anyatliasiddhasya ) by making 
known the difference between these attribute*^, cannot maka 
known a difference between Self and the Highest Self^ (or 
the subjects ). And because such a source of evidence is 
overthrown by another source of evidence, sc. the sen- 
tence ‘ that thou art,’ which makes known the identiLyof the 
(t\yo) subjects {ilirxt and ihcu) Nor can it be urged that thote 
is something to overthrow peiception, and the other pramanas 
which make known a difference between Self and not-Self 

* ol. Ted p»nbb Pandit Yol VII p 400 et eeq 
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Nor again tbab perception, ii.ference ko i although they 
ni'ke known the not-Seh' per se, do not make known a diffe- 
rence (between Self and not-Se]f) ; because, whenever there 
IS a knowledge of a difference (bheda), and of a locus (dhartni) 
ill which tlie diffeience resides, and of a counterentity (pra- 
tij’ogi) there arises tha doubt whether thesa are known 
suoees'^ively or siinultatieougly, and either alternative is 
oxpO'ed to the ^ices of a see-saw, or self-dependence, or an 
inbnite regress, or oiiiission of a former supposition as useless, 
0! of absenoa of a reason to compel the adoption of one of 
two flternativos &o 


(The above ohj'^ctions are not to be urged) bccatr’c,'’ 
c'^’en iL perception and the other pramanas make known no 
dilTeieuce other than that of the own nature of a thingj it 
0 .nttot be dented that th^-y do make known the difference 
(constituted by) the ov/n nature <-£ thing (oVariipa). Nor is 
it to ba argued that (if svaiupa is itself a bheda) the com- 
mon experience 'this svaiupa is different fiom that svariipa’ 
becouv s iinpo'^silile ( which experience implies that svarupa 
is the /oews in which a bheda losidis) ; for this experience 
niny be exphined as certain other experiences, viz the head 
of Naliu ’ (^which IS all head ), ‘ the intelligence of Seif 
(while Seif really is intelligence ), are explained (i e. by 
the assumption of an attribuTve relation between things 
that are rc'dly identical ) 

r I’nr thd s;en(.i at form of itm argumf-nf of i:p. 40 45 supra curraob 

def^. a>e II HTTd- 
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Nor doG9 lb follow on this view thafc the terms svnrap'i 
and bhecla aie synonyms , for there is a difleierioe of usage 
in regard to the term sva ( which stands both forsvaiuta 
and bheda ) according as dtpendence on other tinngs ( sc. 
pratiyogi and anuyogi ) is intended ( when the term bheda 
]s used ), or uidependeiica ( \Yhcn the term svaiup^ is U'-od ). 
Nor can it be said tliatthis diffeienos of usage, is impossible, 
if svaiiipa and bheda are identical (abhede); for it is observed 
that in regaid to tho individud Dovadatta our exp' rionoor 
of him as a father depends on his h’lvmg a son. Nor must 
it be argued that only that which is kiu-wn through induc- 
tion* as dependent on sometbittg else is bheda, Nor this 
dependent bheda is identical with svampa. Nor must it be 
argued that fiom thisitwill follow that that which is diiH'-renti 
from svarupaf is itself dc'jtitute ofavarup' , ntlierwise avaiupa 
becomes a unity iiuiivisible {ti.khan<la, in regard to which no 
predication ot diffor^^ncd v/liatovei would bs jiossib'e of. p, 
64. ) For even when a dilTertuce between two earihen 
jars is perceived, the jarnessf or svaiupa ) does not cease 
to be perceived. 

* Prapta, apraptuviveka (a nyaya of the Parvaaji'inii.m"a ) 
discrimination of matiier ■which haa been ali pady 8st.iljl3^hed frona that 
which has not bean thas Q'lta'bliahed In this ca=ie the ghatnavar iipa is 
prapta to when gbatt is kno-wn, its avariipa is also known, ptJipta , 
and £(hai;\aifariipa as bbpda is aprapta, bac-iuse EOraetlnog also must ba 
known in ordar that gbatasTarupa may cotitiitufe a diRnrsnce beb'ween 
the gbatft and that other thing ffitJT =21 I 3 ;q[ 

qqpT (thing) 5T glo-s, 

T If svarupa IS bheda, tbeu pata aa diifeiont ftoin gbfiU iiuiab be 
nihavftrtjpa or a mere nothing. If pata also possotiKeH hvaiiipa, than 
Bvarupa ceaaea to he a bheds and bcoomes a unity indivisible, 



5?Ej^q^^ci[^f5g*!i^srtf^re<f si=r 

Nor must it be argued that the one jar possesses special 
attributes (or iudividu>iHty)j dift'erentfrom those of the other 
jar. For though this po&session of special aUnhuks exists, 
it IS not admitted as a Iheda because of tbs already mentioned 
vices which result in regard thereto. 

Nor can it be argued that svarupa is a bheda only in 
the case where thta po^jssssion of different attributes is 
fjund. For the svarupas of things R. C. D. other than A. 
(anatmasvarupa)' are aho pervaded by this vaidhartnya. 

But the view of some teaciiora is to be rejected ac. that 
bheda is rightly three-fold ; to jars &o. i. e. to substances., 
qualities and action pertain svarup"!, anyonyabhava (the 
lion-cxistence of oie tldog in another) and vuidharroya , to 
clas'3 -generality (sauianya), particularity (vis^esha) and in- 
timate retattou (samavaya) poitain only the two, Bvarupa 
and anyonyabSulva, because to these three (as being void of 
attributes,) v^^idharmya cannot attach ; to negation 
(abbava)' pertains only svarupa, for to it the other two 
cannot apply, t 

I Vaidharmya, heie, ■=iadvyaUtlva, iadi-vidualiiy, or that which 
KuhfiB this Jur what it 19, sa diiitmct from jlti, cla^s gcooffiUfy or ijiiftieaa, 
■whioh mhetes in all alike, 

■*■ abmasvaTUfia — ghal'ie'rarupa ; acatKiaBVfltiupa " patEisvaropii, 

t cf lvh»\^d*n»khi lakhadya p 111 (Benaie* 121 | 
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(The above view is rejecfcP'd) beoausse svarupabheda is 
essentialj and the other two fail to ap[dy in all eases. For it ib 
useless to maintain the two latter in that they are not the 
cause of a perception of difft fence ; and beciVise the rule is 
that a eonsoionsncas whosefoim I’eniami anchaiigecl has be^n 
brought about by an unchanging object, i. e. by one whose form 
remains unchanged,'*’' Nor can it be urged that oaths 'viow 
thatsvarupa is a bbeda (i e the ohus:> of a perception of 
difference ) it follows that svarupa should make known a 
difference between itself and itself (svasya svasraEt ). For 
if svarupa (avaaya) be inserted in the place of { «. e. be 
Tegaided as ) the cowdo'i entity, liieie remains no hicus for 
the difference ; again^ sf svaiupa bo rogardtd as the loew’j 
no countsrentify remains Ni>r does it follow that of the 
two, svarupa and bheda, ono or oiln r Tnuat remain by a 
process of exclusion, since one muHt fall within tlia other. 
For bhadais not somotbing different from .svarupa. 

•f- ! cfuri sin 

^ 1 w 5 =a?tt 

gloas. While mdividu.it jara vary (tnuhn — aie ho. mu i'll 6a, nuu-purv.ihivp). 
the form of the perception m each cage is unchangef], chm, ihiA ^s a jar^ 
this is ajar. Thia nnohanged furrn of psrorption must therafore be duo 
to an unchanging, pervasive causa (anagatam prayoj dcaiu) bO, to ihei 
samanya (alasB-atbribute) j.arness. The Vaisesliika thus prov.->s the 
esistencg of sama^iya as a separate category App'ymg the ahovs argnmous 
the tent urges that the unchang'iag e'e»neab in regard tu a percepOoa of 
dlflerenoe is trarnpa 
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Nor is tht-i’e room here for the douht whether hheda iu 
the fiiitn c*f svarupa is the cause of the peiception of difTe- 
re'ice in loj^ard to a locus A difjhrent fioin or identical 
With (coiiaterentity B). 

For in re^jard to an object merely as presented the cors- 
es ousnesa of its dtfFerenoe fjom or identity with (something 
else) is ©{Tected by the necessity fer the knowledge of (i e, 
by the presence or absence of a do&iro to know) the locus 
and oounterentily. 

Again, it may be objected that ib has already been 
(fO tlie Voaa„t,« t.n.tthatM.o world sbown (pp. 38 40 supr^) that 

la a prodaetof Ncscienos J >• i9Ml‘<e, jsin the WOfld is a pfcduCt of 

Hct) opposed to many Vedio p.9.«g^s. Nc^ciBUce : hencs the argu- 
ment for duality (tit, hhf da or the world as diflerent from Self 
htsed as it IS on the suthorit^itiveness of perception and the 
other sources of evidence (anurodUena) can find no place. 

This obieclion is set aside ; because it is nob proved 
that the woild is a product of Ne^cidiice (t(isya), since many 
S'lUii passages declare the world to be a product of 
Birthman ;™ 

C3i. Up. VIC. 1 . ^ lu the beginningj my dear, the 

Tasu, Up III, 1. existent was this^’ ‘^That from 

„ ,. H. ). which these beings are hoin,' 

‘From that Self (Biahman) sprang eth"F, ‘ A« smsll sparks 
c re flit*' F- m i c, thus do ah Deva“, a’l those beicgseome 
f rth trom t lat £e f and bo a so tl c s itra dec area ’• Fron 
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^ff 
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Brihid Up. II. 1 20 ’which (’Brfihra'iii) tl»o produce 

\utl f-’u, I, 1. 2. tlOH, &c ot this (woiJJ).' 

Again it mav he ohjecled lhat in many SVuti pafiarf;rt>q! 
f(?) cl'‘-.->opinoi' of PruLt piiss.iges the fact of tllG Vfoild baing &i 
sn regard to the came of the ^vailtl. product I'f Nescseucp IS deciflied, 

thus:— 'i'lus jvas enc<irapassed hy death.’ Now all this, 
wfS then undeTelopod. ' ‘ ludra of many forms goes alon[jf 


ErihadUp. I 47. by his magic poweis.’ ® Know 

K V. IV 47 48 , juatenai cau-je oi‘ the 

$f. Up lY If) 

E. V, X i 2 <i. wolid is Mfiya.' ‘ Non-entity 

Ved Su- HI 3 .. wjis not, entity was not), dark- 

ness, (Nescience) waa' — and it also follows from the reason 
laid down in the sutra, ^ On the con'i ny, it ( tha dream- 
word) is MSya merelyj for its natme la not presented 
fully.’ — thus, then, since the Slnti passages controdiet each 
othei\ let it be gi anted that neither Nfscienae nor Brahman 
is the oansa of the world. What then is the cause ? 
Keply •— uliicQate atoms, or any other appropriate cause 
^''sG pradbana, matter &c as propos-ed by various thinkers). 
Hence since duality, lib. the difference of not-3elf from tSmf, 
wldch ha^been proved to ba real by perception and the 
o'her^^Sk s of evidence is on the aimti (against all 
stt^S^^Rpiot pogRiUe to prove (VocUnlie) Uitonhin (ae. 


o' hen 
att^ 
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Wherefore the opponent’s view mny bo aumraed up 
thus : — Your view of Monism is nob proved even by the 
cei'baiti knowledge that Self is identical \viLh Braiimnn, For 
through perception and ihe other souices of evidtnce the 
existence of the not-Self as distinct from Self is assured, 
21. The nb"Ve view la to be rejected bdcau^e the oppo- 
Met • tbd opponent has mistinder- nent has I'Ot Understood the 
stood the bea.siu^'! of feruti pataAgep. uuatiirg of the S’fUci passa* 

go«. For the imporb of llusa is not that such a pas^figa 
as ‘ that thnu art’ tstablubes the not-Seif as something 
distinct} and then es on to .declare the idtnlily of ttie two 
pure ( attributeiess ) portions ( sc. Intelligr^nce or Brahman 
underlying what is meant by ‘ that ’ and hi.ou’h But when 
an aspirant of the highesb order (paramsjijnasu, sc. one who 
d^^sires intuition of Brahman as the Sdt within) is convinced 
that the tUr^e stat''''s ('f waking, dreaininu and dreamless 
sleep, and the coinplsx of evila hetiiniung with agency — all 
of which fall to attach fvj ablncliiLn) to the unchanging Self 
within— are tironeoualy sum) sd in that very Seif (tatiaiva), 
the pervadn g Witness ; Uiat. limrefure, by the iuducLive 
method cf coi JO nb pr boi c i rh tnoe, it is proved that 


fiacj. 

fnm ^saiHT^i^etT?! 

R ^^^Pg!tr^^^t?|r(Tf®'«l’«T?wf9r^TW'3TT5TT5T; 

the world na desonbed above (t^tt) has no i^x'ster.ce of its 
own (svarupa) apart from the Self (tat) ; and fuTthrr wiien, 
in order to prove the identity of Brahman with the pure 
(attrihuteless) Self \\ ithin, he afeccrtiins beyond doubt ih )t 
the hemg the cause of the ivo'>kl and the o*ot h£?’ng jyoshtivdy 
presented and othtr attributesj and also the whole world 
b.gitsnii'g with ether — all of which are not pervasive as 
re!>atds Brahman also — are sunnised to exist in that pcrvi" 
&ive Seif which is Existent (sat, real), lutcUo^ence, — 
are unreal (as4t) as beiiig surmised iliroxigh enorj (and 
this he can do) in accordance with the lut tired cf conjoint 
presence and ab;enco, and by having roceur o tetho method 
ofiioroal predication and annulnrent of (he Miine in acconla* 
nee with such negative passng^s as Bralrmau is not thi-j 
not this’ which fmd place uuniediately after passagi-s setting 
forth the creation cf the WO) Id. Then, finding no cerbun 
evidence for the identily or nouidr^ntity if the two entities 
which are implied by the words that and and from 
which all relation with the not-ye'f has been removed 
( by the processes desctibcd above ), the aspirant 
begins to doubt ; and being praiiied by lus experience 
of all those pains which spring from the mariy diseases 
of gestation onwards and which attend on ttauhmi- 
gratory life (fis servants) on a raja, and dof-rnlitg as poison, 
even th?>t pleasure which acciues in the woHd of Brahma, 
and not knowi''g that a knowitdge of Self is the nt-’otar sea 
that quenches the firs (>f ilia world conlhigration, as deolaied 
in the passage, ‘ tie who knows Self passes beyond sorrow’, 
he approaohes h s i rest nrcrbiful guru who has atlai od to 
ictoitiOn of the Se f 
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And being taught by the guru, by means of that eternai 
faultless sentence 'that thou art'5 that the two unrelated 
(Buddha) things implied by the words that and thou are really 
identical, the aspirant himself attains intuition of the one 
reality without a aecondj and becomes stlf-coatained in that 
Bliss which is his own nature, and delights in his Self (alone). 

Hence the statement, that (Vedantic) Monism is over- 
thrown by the fact that not-Self exists distinct from iJel^ 
was made through misunderstanding the meaning of S'ruti, 

And as to the opponents statement that svarupa' is a 

mBviewtiiftt the eiore mt^l^6 of a hh^da made known by percep- 
tiling ib di/fls'crtceis seif'OOBtradicfcorys j,]Qir) sjkJ the Other sources of 

evidence, "“that is utter nonsense. For since perception 

&c make known the unreal (asai) they cannot make known 

avaiupa or that which is. and. further, because svarupa 
cannot be proved to be hhedcs. Why nob, you ask ? Then 
listen, and say whether you mean that svarupa, pure and 
simple, sc. destitute of all attributes, is bheda ; or as qua- 
lified by attributes, 

15 



m«^T5'f5^’EB ti?*i?f!f^5lT'«(?: ??im n 

S| -ss^isfi ^ar «IT-j»l 5?r^»§^|^tr^T g^fliiir 

ir% ff^T ^ 

if she first’j flien you will b&ve to declare that such svani- 
pa could not be the cause of any expeuence (vyavahxlrs#), 
and thus you would, have to declare that what is made known 
by percapticm &o. is indeed Brahman under another namcy 
so. bbeda — fBrahman) which is not the object of any 
esperieno© whatever, which la free from all attributes, which 
as proved by S'ruti is neither great nor small, which is tho 
Existent. But this will not hold good as being contradicted 
by the SVuti — "It is grasped not by th© eye, nor by speech 
nor by the other devas (senses), i.ofc by penance or work/ 
Mq Up. Ill, 1 8. second alternative sc, 

that BVr»rupa, qualified by attribules, is hheda, if it be 
maintained that subj ct and attribute are different, then you 
will have to declare (as the cause of this difference) a second 
qujilified-svmpabheda and for the second a third, and so you 
will not escape the vice of an infinite regress. If subject 
and attribute be regarded as identical (abhede va) then 
jovLY quahfied ivaiupa does not exist ! Nor again is your 
qualified svarupa made known by perception and the 
other sources of evidence ; for it is attributeiess, as is 
the evarupa of a thing in itself, since the attribute 
colour does not pertain to a coloured object, and so with 
other attributes. 

^ sotion. or coatiatiou from aotiouj 

oonie^ent on koowladg*, 
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Nor id your qi^nlijied avaru'pa an entity at a!l, for it is 
unperceived apart from subject, attribute and th© relation 
b -tween these ; aud because a qualified ( determinate } 
judgment in regard to tbeaa three (k e one in which these 
three are eumbined) cannot be effected through them singly or 
taken together. Nor is it ro^la^^f>^^ simply that constifute 3 (your) 
qualified svampaJoT wheu all thieeare present to the mind, 
thus, mhj ect, (ittributef Bitid relMion ^ — no determinate is obser- 
Ted to resulfcy although the relation (between subject and attri- 
bute) was present to the mind. And beeauee it Wuuid follow 
that there could be no determinate judgment in regard bo 
the subject and attribute {if relation by itself were the 
qualified svarupa). 

Nor can it be argued at all that the thing itself is bheda.- 
for since hheda (basya) implyiiig tearing asunder consists 
m the destruction of the thing itself, it is impossible for the 
destruction and its counter-entity (sc the thing which is> 
destroyed) to be identcal For the tearing of a piece of 
cloth 18 iiot the cloth itself : in fach ap-rit fom the thing 
itself, or piece of cloth, this character- hss, b-i&eiesg tearing 
cannot b© affirmed at all (asiddht) Nor can that which i‘s 
divided bhmna sc. dt-stroytd, be the suhstrais of anything; 

Otherwise a hroUn jut might be regirded as a recepUcL 
for water 
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Bub if the sobatrate or thing in itself is undivided, 
hheda^ division, cannot reside in it — for that would be a 
palpable contradiction I 

To oonolude this discussion of the uot-Self, We have 
proved that perception and the other sources of evidence 
In no way declare a difference between Self and nol-Self, 

22, Thus, we must reject the statement that the two 

sets of S'futi passages, wluch deal with the C'lU'^e of the 
■world and declare, the one that Brahman i«, the other that 
Ke science is, tfae cause contradict each Othsr. 

Through Nescience, Brahman is (said bo be) the cause 
of the world , for to Brahman causality dois not pertain. 
Brahman is said to be cause as being simply the subfitrate 
(of Nescience which is the cause of the world).,... 
XXXVIII. 

^ Nescience, eternal ab ante, inexplicable (cf. note p. 28), 
is indeed the cause of the world, which is inexplicable and 
which is proved by reason of its visibility &o. Brahman 
is nob the cause ; for the unchanging one (KutasLha ) is 
neither cause nor effect, as declared in the SVuti passage-™ 
*Tbia ia the Biahman, wibhoub cause and without effect, 

Enimd Up. II, 5. le. without anything inside or out- 

«Lde this Self IS Brahman, omniscient,’ 
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How then is Brahroftn declared in S'ruti to I>e the erase 
of the world ? Beoaose to Brahman as the subytrite and 

cause of the woiid causality is by a metaphor ascribed. 
And because the Srulv passage declaratory of Brahman as 
the cause has a further purport Prom the S'ruti passage-— 

* (tn the beginning) there was that one only, without a 
ch. Up VI. 2.1. second,’ — is proved the un> ela- 

ted nature of Brahman, But. how is a notion of the unrela- 
ted Brahman (tail) poaaible ? The well-known fact of c.im- 

mon experience^ sc. that cause and effect ate identical, (steps 
in to meet this difficulty )“-thu8 it is not impossible to con- 
ceive of Brahmati also as the cause of the world. And so 
the above passage (tasyab) hods its purport in merely 
mwlring possible (for us) a notion of the unrelated Brahman 
(sambbavanabuddhi cf. p. 47 supra). Nor does 
S'ruti imply that Nescience also is the cause of the world. 
For causality is affirmed as eimply due to error (bo, 
the notion of causa depends on that of duality, which 
again is the outcome of Nescience). For a theory cf causi 
and ©Tect (as implying duality) lies outside the IJpanishads 
ill that these oonflue their teaching to that of %Umory mam- 
fcstation'^ (vivartta). And because the statement that 


* The Vivarta-vadms or M&ja-vadins or Yod^ntin® of SankAra’ 

Hhool hod that th® oauw only appears bo pan, but nevor r»al]; 
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Nescience is bhe cause of the world ia made with the view 
merely of obviating the awkw^ird 'ilence (apiatibita)"^ bbat 
ensues when one ia asked the questioiij What is the eaus© 
of the world ? 

23. Now ari&es the question whether this Nescience 

Objeotioa s The Neaaienoe oi the hj OV is IK>t, a produOt, If a 
VecUnta js inesphcablo uonseuEo, a product, wbftfc IJ its oaUSC ? 

Nescience or Brahman ? Not Nescience ; for the vice of 
self-dependence follows on Neschnoe being produced by 
Neaoience if rac mrse be had to a aecund Nescionoa (as 
a came of this N^aciencs), an infinite regress and the 
other Tices result. Nor can Brahman Joe the came; 
ibeoftUSQ causality does not pertain to Brahman, and 
hecausa emancipation would become impossible (on the 
assumption of Brahman bdng tbe c^me of Ntiscienoa, 
since the eternal Brahman as causa would ever bring 
about Nescience). 


pagees iato a second s6ate, so the effect which is therefore only ao. tUusot‘p 
tnam/eslaiion (Tivarfcta) of the Cctuse the rope, lying on the roal at rigbtj 
appears ia he & snake. The world ia an illusory maniffstation of Brab- 
sxsan, the only Real, due to Maya the inexpLicalle power of BrabiaaB. 

For arapiblva — , pariiiama-vadin and cognate terms wie Pandit VoU 
YIII p 488 Panobadas!, note, also Chap. XIII al 6 uf ssq of tho latter. 
f of. Nyfiyssutravritti p 261. 
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Again, if this Nescience is not a product, then, as in 
the case of Brahman, there would be no cessation of this 
positive entitj^ (bhavasya), eternal ab ante. And it eannoti 
bo urged that there is s difference bctwetn Nc^ eience and Brah* 
man, in that the former is fahely surmised (h e. is unreal). 
For erroneous surmisal is impossible, in the ab-euoe of certain 
means whereby the surmisal iseffeoted.* Nor (to esesps 
the difficulty can it be utged that) this false surmisal is 
eternal ab ante, f t ihe fact of thbre b-dng false surmisal at 
all is nob established. It is proved , (the Vedantm may 
urge), because true knowledge proves the surmiswl to be 
false. N ot so ; for this involves a Icgieai see-saW) (sc. if 
there be false surmisal, it is proved false by true knowledge; 
and, if it be proved false by true knowledge, it is false 
surmisal). Nor can it be urged (by the VedSutin) that 
these logical fallacies serve to disprove the reality (vastu- 
tvft) of the thing under discussion ( vastunah) and can effect 
nothing iu regard to Nescience which is falsely surmised ; 
for Nefecience itself is nob real; hence it has been declared 
(Ihe Vedautin continues) that what we Vedantins prize highly 
in our system ia this, viz. that Nescience is hard to prove by 
argument and prauiaua: if by these it were proved easily, 
the falsity (kalpitatva) of Nesohmce would be herd to prove. 
The above argument is to be rejected, because the unreality 
©f Nescience is notyet proved, since there is nojyroo/for the 
subject itself (so, Nescietice, in which the attribute of unreality 
may be supposed to reside), 

* The means are (o) similarity of two things of which one is mistaken 

for the other , (6) a pretiouj mental retantnin by whioh one of the two 


^a'eft5?T tiTHt ( 

(File Veclantia again interposes with the question) Wbab 
do yonraein by proof I Froduobiou [sc. the piodacfcion of an 
effect from a cause)? Or cognition (implying praiuanaj instru- 
ment of cogioiuon ) ? Tho first meaning will not serve your 
purpO'O j for, m regaid to a thing eternal ab aiite (as Nesci- 
ence is) the absence of proof i. c. of production (bat) is preci- 
sely what I am prepared to admit. Nor the second mea- 
ning ; for thsre is abaeuoe of proof, i, <?, of 0"g(iitlon (tat) 
because Nescience la proved by fclie Witness (and not by 
any pramSna). Agaitij no, (replus the opponent). For if 
Nescience ia proved by the Wnnesaj the unrelated character 
of the Witness is ovorfcfiroivn ; and because the Wituoss 
could I'Ot malto known ( lit, illumine ) No'sciunCQ without 
entering mto relation with it. Nor may the Yedantm urge 
that though a rca^ relation (bttwoen tho two) ia imposaiblej 
a relation may be falsely surmiSfrd. For cither tho 
relation or the related things must be the surmi'ier 
of such surmisal , and thus would follow, in ordeTj 
the faults of self-dependence, logiosl see saw, loss to the 
Witness of its unchanging character and overthrow of its un- 
related chftiaotcT, and thoinipohS’Lility of final emancipation. 

thina |8 18 noiv t-ecollacCf^d (a) sotBPi deU oc timber m tho objeoti or in tha 
laatrtiraonli of kuowiedgp, The gloss continao'i ■- pf 

^ RRW I Both (6) kind (c) pruiuppoee SeMionc* 
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Nor may the Vedantin tirge that just as that erronpona 
BUrmisal which is itself Nescience ia eternal ab anU, so if an 
erroneous suriinewl of connexion with. Nesoienca ba regard' d 

as eternal ab mnie, then although this surmisal of connexion 

is not the product of Nescience &c. ss the cause, yet by 
batng dependent on Nesoienca (tat), it will come to an end 

on the of'ssatloa of Nescience (tat), For this erroneous sunnl- 

sa! of connexion which is etemul ab ante, sc. indppendent of 
production (i. e. of a producing cause ), and a knowledge tf 

which depends on the Witne'Sj could nob be dependent on 
Nescif-nce (tat) as in no way standing io ne^d of Nepoienc®. 
Nor may be urged that the common fact of experience ia 

thist the knowledge of reistion depends on fhs knowledge of 
the things related. For although the knowledge if arelatioa 

as given by perception &c. depends on a knowledge of 
the thing# related (tat), yet here the reverse is the case, emoe 

Nescience, though it is one of the related things, must 
ba in relation with the Witness in order to be known at all. 
Nor may it be urged that for the sake of its own pereistenoa 

a relation demands some related thing. For only that which 
exists and ia present in consciooaneas needs to persist. And 

because that which is indepedent of s cause does pe^s st in- 
d prudent of aught else, (The Vedanbin asaumed above 

that the aambandhadhyaaa was uncauaed). 
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Not may it be urged that Nescienca, which ia the 
antecedent negation’-^ of knowledge, is known through the 
non-percfption'’^ of knowledge. For there can be no non- 
peroeption of the Self, which is itself eternal perception. 
Nor can Nescience, which i» the material cau'*© of a potiUve 
entity, so. the worldj have itself a negaUve character. 

And thus since Nescience does nob indeed cMstj how 
Was it dedarad to be the cause of the world ? 

Not so (replies the Vedaotin) : Because knowledge 
must precede a qaeati^rn ,- and for a negation a previous knowle- 
dge of the thing denied is essential. Otherwise contradiotian 
follows from question and negation (ita]^i)...XXicIX. 

The opponent who puts the question, flow ia Nescience 

Met . Naseienee, though inexpu- proved ? must bs asked whe» 
cable by aay pscamitia IS vouched for ther liiq question conoems the 
by the suf or eternal Wjtuass. nature of Nesoience, or ia a 

denial of Nefloxence, or asks for the evidence (pramaija) which 
proves Nescience. In the first case, if the nature of Nesci- 
ence were unknown, hia question would be impossible ; 
for since a knowledge of the nature of Nescience is necessary 
previous to the question, that nature is known already to 
the opponent (tava) and therefore the question is unneoessary. 

* For prO^abAdTsa and atvupoiabdhi (or tbe riitfi pramina of tfi« 
Y*d4ntiw) ol Y*d pwibb P^diti Vol YII pp 3i,g 3^5 
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And he may noti reply that the desire for special know- 
ledge, following on gentral knowledge, is proper ; for the 

fault mentioned ahoye (sc. the desire is unnecessary) applies 

here. Nor is a denial of Nescience proper ; for, in accord- 
ance with the rule that the knowledge of a negation must 
be preceded by a know ledge of the counterentity (or thing 
denied), a knowledge of the nature of Nescience (the thing 
now denied) must have existed previous (to the denial of 
Nescience). And he may not reply that of Nesoietica as 
something known through error (i. e fdse) a denial is proper. 
For when asked the question,— -By what, and in regard to 
what, is this error effected ? — his only reply will be, This 
error relates to Nescience and is effechd by means of the 

falsa words uttered by some one ehe And thus since the 
error is effected through Nescience which relates to itself, 

a second Nescience relating to the first Nescience is admitted, 
which gives rise tu an inevitable regressus in infinituta. 
Alas, then, for the opponent who denies Nescience and, 
because of his impatience of (our theory of) a single Nesci- 
ences, assumes a plurality of Nescii^noos, and in bis 
pride fails to see the defoc's of this view sc, coutradicbion, 
oombrousness &;o,~^the free course of his view is indeed 
overthrown t 
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Nor may ha retort that thus a similar objection will 
apply to any question or denial of oura in regard to anything 
whalevtr. For we m»y well put a quection in regard to an 
object, which as something unknown is vouched for by the 
M'itness, in order to destroy the Hesciauce investing iliat 
object ; or We may make a denial, i. e. a rejection of the 
reality (svarupa) of that object Leoauee no praman^ for the 
said object is observed to exist. Well rhon (rephes th© oppo- 
nent) my question as to the piaraSna fur Nescience, which is 
Vouched for by the Witness, may be considered to the 
point also. Very well thnn (we reply), you must admit 
a lelatinn between Ncsoitnce and the Witness otherwise 
the Witness cimld not be a voucher for No^oienee. 
Likewise you must admit that Nescience and the rttlatiou 
of the Witness with it are eternnl ah ante- if not, a «oul 
emancipated picvious to ihie rtlation being farmed would 
now be censei >U3 of the world. Nor can it be said that 
even previous to this relation there wa# another Nescience 
(which as cause brought about a connexion b tween the 
second Keacienoe and the Witness) ; for it is eaaisr to 
assume a Single Noicieuce rj^Uier thin a series of Nas- 
cieiices. 
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Hence also it must be granted tbafe Nescisnoe which can- 
not he accounted for sav^e through something else, sc, through 
relation (of Nesciet ce with the Witness) its own eternal- 
upss ah mUe, inexphcahility, its cUaiacter as a positive entity 
atid as a unity possessing manifold powers, or through any 
other character which may be necessary to account for 
Nescience (sva), leads us to infer (kalpayati) all these chara- 
cteristics. 

Thus the question whether there ia any parmana for 
Naaciefice ia quite useless, since Nescience is vouched for 
only by the Witness. Nor can itheurg'-'d that the question 
whether a pramaijia for Nescience exists may b® rightly put 
with a view to destroy the Nescience relnting to Neaeienoe. 
For there is no such ihmg as Nescience relating to Nescience; 
and because Nescience caunot. be cognised tbrough a pia- 
maija, since NecCjenoe and ptausan'k ^re contradictofy, so, 
ajirlaa is put an end to (nivarttya) by pramana (nsTarttaka). 
Hence the wel!-kiiowu illu-stration of daikncss and the 
lamp thus, ‘That dullest of doll-heads who would cognise 
Nescience by means of a pram Spa, would forsooth gf 
looking fu'‘ darkness with a briliiaiit lamp I 



Weil then, (some one may ask) how is N’escienoe proved ? 
The questioner himself must prove the Neseietice wliioh 
relates bo his Self ' thus the question of Hoto k impossible 
in regard to Nescience which is proved by one's own cons- 
oiouantss Whence then emancipation for me (ho may ask), 
since my own conaciouaness la a ptoof of that Nescience 
which relates bo Self, and which U the seed whencB giows 
all that complex of evils beginning with (thefnlse notion of) 
agency &o ? Know then (we reply) that emancipation follows 
on the destruction of Nescience through an intuition of the 
identiiy of Self with the immediately presented Brahman — ■ 
(intuition elfected) by means of the passage hhat thou art,' 
24. What is titis deitruotion of Ncycience ? Some 


EflCha, destiiietion of error, o'^pluj- 
ned according to the Vcdantic anirva- 
cLdniyahhiti, to the re.ieoti oa of 
other eurreat vtewa, e. g, ahhyfiti, 
aeatthMi, & q . 


teaobres (Naij ayii<aa) define 
it as bhe conviction that a 
previous cognition had (as 
its predicate portion) a predi- 


cate which ( really) belonged to another subject. This defi- 
nition we reji-ct becau-e we do nob admit the technical 
anyatMkhydii or mistaken co.fnibion ; and because ib would 
follow on thia view that there was no destruction of Nescience. 

Someofus Vedaiitins^^ hold that it is the e-cation of Nes- 


cience together with its products. This view too, commends 
itself at first sight only, for the definition fads to apply to Nts- 
eimeeand its produobsj if these are taken singly' or together. 


* Tbfr vio’T of tdiBPs9dj»pai3ik4TW»r.n* 
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[Further, what is meant by this eeasafcion ? Is it to be 
defined as destruction merely ? Or as destruction effectedi by 
knowledge ? Or as something else ? Or as the Self? Not 

aa the first ; for in regard to the destruction of a jar effected 
by the strokes of a pestle the word bSdha (tat) is not applied. 

Nor the second ; for then badlia would apply to the des- 
truction of the earlier cognition effected by the later cogni- 
tion, and because the definition extends toes, far to destruc- 
tion of cognition merely. Not as the third ; for the defini- 
tion will not apply to the destruction of that (something else 
supposed to be destruction, since a thing cannot bt< its own 
destruction) ■ and if there is no destruction of this some- 
thing else, Yedauiie Monism is overthrown Not the fourth; 

for since S«lf is eternally est^bUshed, it follows that knowle- 
dge (in regard to Self) is unnecessary. 

Hence, since the wery term bMha cannot be explained 
how is it possible that emancipation should follow on badha 
of Nescience and all its products 1 

To this objection we reply;— 

The wise have declared that badha is conviction, expres- 
sed in *the falsely surmised object is not ’ following immedi- 
ately on an intuition of the substrate (in which the thing 

was BUrniised) XL. 
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If after a man has ftlsely surmised something in regard 
to an unrelated aubstratej whether he energise or not in 
regard to the surmised object, there arises for him a knowle-' 
dge, be it mediate or iramediato, concerning the substrate and 
deatruetive of the surmised olject, thon after this knowledge 
there comes to him the conviction — this surmised object is 
?4oi itt time present, past and future,— which conviction is 
what the word Mdha means, as vouched for by the common 
experience of men. 

And It cannot be urged that this meaning (of the ward 
bddha) Mppites also to the anyathiikhyafi view as shown by 
the context. For this view holds th;tb the surmised thing 
(e. g. silver) exists elsewhere (while it is being sprnaiSiad in. 
the nacre — which the VedSotm denies), ,, ^ , 

Thu®, when intuition of the jdenfci<y, of brahman and the 
St Fbas been attained, there arises the t^onvictlon, vouched for 
by one’s own conacioustiess, that Nescience and its products; 
absolutely everything sunniBed to exist in Brahman (tatra) 
as substrate} do not exist in Brahman even in ti in?»l time — this 
conviction is termed thebadhaof Nescience (tasya) in regard 
to Brahman the substrate (tatra). Hence also the definition 
of inexpUeahiUty given by those who know the traditional 

teaching is adequate’; it runs thus : — iof-xplicabiUty consists 
in the being the counterentity to a negation wade.jn regard 
to the substrate of that :whiah ts erroneously aurrqiaed.^ 

iiffTh 1 11 -f - — , - - , . 
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Nor can it be urged that in the above definition the 
negation cannot hold as to trinal time ; for, although the 
negation concerns future time, the aurmiaed object did exist 
in time past and present, Tbis objection is due to s misan^ 
dersLanding of the terra ir.'exphcahihty, For inexplicct- 

hdity ia not oonetituted merely by the tempor'CCTy character 
(of tho object), since tempornry character (tathatva) belongs 

to jars and like objectSj although such objects are regarded 

by non-Vedantins (para) as real things. Nor can it be urged 
that (between real objects like jars. &c, and unreal objects 

like the snake and- silver of the stock example) there is a 
difference, constituted by the qualification of being produot$ 
of N'esGtence (m the casQ of the snake and silver). For 

%vhat follows from this objection is that a new narae,. so. 
Nescience, has been given to the cause (of things). Nor ia 
thers a difference (between these two classes of things) con«^ 

tituted by the fact of the (iHittsr class) being destroyed by 

knowledge. For it would follow that in regard to this differe- 
nce a'so (tasyapi)) if it were eomething real, the certain know- 
ledge of its non-existence could not arise. Nor can it be 
urged that some further destruction must be sought fur this 
conviction of the non-existence (of the world)— ™whicb convic- 
tion (the Vedantins teach) is destruction of all causes and 
effects : otherwise (so. if this conviction be admitted as real, 
sat) Vedantic Monism is overthrown (i. e, there would in 
this case be two realities, viz., Brahman and the conviclioa 
that the wor d is falsaX 



For this conviction (tasya) consisting in Ifae destruction 
of all that ^s wt Br&hman is destruction ir^smuch as it in? 
eludes itself ^ (within the all). Nor is there room for the 
doubt whether the (v/oild as) distinct from Brahman is or 
is not ; for wa have ovorthrown this doubt by showing the 
tngxplicahhty of the world (cf, pp 38, 39.) 

And because the holder of the anyathakhyati view h«g 
shown that neither error nor the destruoiion of it can bo 
satisfactorily accounted for on the views of akhyati, atma- 
khyati or asatkbyati, t no attempt has been made here to 
diseusa these views for fear of extending our book ; and 
because this discussion does not directly treat of the St If. 
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dej3 of the iskhyAbi view waintiaiiiaa follows •— that same pnroephjvo co<vnj- 
tion, whose diSarence from_ recollected knowledge ie not cogniead, ^nd 
which brings about the indiscriminate experience—' rtsg”(aa<)r 0 ) is 

giJW— where the knowledge of aacie « not disonminated from that of 
aiiver-ia commonly regarded os erromom cogmiion. And the objeeb decl- 
ared by this cognition is nob (what the Yedantma technically term) anirva- 
chaniya. inexphoaUe; for the object lying before ne does exist. And so too 
the knowledge ot destmction conveyed in m is noi silver pats an end to 

eognition^st. iM^is 

d«« u(rt (ai the Tfldiatiirt dwlare) certify to the non- 





{n tiimo pre'ienli, past and fatare, of the object (so. Bilvef) mada 
kaown in the srroneoxsg Gognibioa (— this ia si! vat Henaa the anir- 
‘^aciianiyftkbyS.ti vie'ir of the Vedautina ; so. that, ah the time of arroTj 
aDSrvaehafijya, ear aoresl silver ia produced, is nstenabie," 


The akbyati view of the Pr^bhakarsa, it may be remarked, follows 
from their 'eiddhanta that ali cognition, jn^na, as being seiMomjnouf, 
eeH-avidenciog, svaprakasa, is tiue, yatbartba. Thus the consciousness 
expressed lu idam raj iiam xa not (ao is commonly aupposedy erroneous 
oogniMOB, bbraroa, for both its factors, the one perceptional and em- 
br crag the idam, uha other memorial and embracing the rajatam ars 
true. But here is akbyati, non'dieorimination, of the two factors as 

distinct. Such noa-diBcriminatioa is of course due to some defect (dosha) 
visual or otherwise, and to the co operation of the similarity hetweeo 
Bukti and rojata which awakone the mental r&teatum, saiuskfira, of tks 
rajatia previously cognised. C£. Bhamati. p. 15, 

He continues 
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\ 5K9T ??f| ?I5TW^12?^T i ®cT 

5T 3lil^5q’5I^Tt51'5=;S5l5Frf5^ \ ri^: 1 

1 qsf sfl^T3 ?i^ S!^ 

^5frT53: m ^ i str- 

a'T5=TS^fclP5!7lQtl'T3Tqtn%RI% t “ On the afcbayti view error is thua 

'O 

accounted for — perfepticmal oogniciOn, wboee diSerense from mefnorial 
cognitioa baa, not been percoived, ta error, in that it leads to the 

escperienoe of the thing hereafter to be rejected, so. ailverj. as identical 
with the thing perceived, sc. naeie. This la wrong. Bo the two, 
so. the perceptional and memdrial cognitiona, appear in consciousaesa op 

nob ? If not, they exist not. For siace you hold that knowledge is eeif- 
luminous (seif-evidencing^, it follows necessarily that when knowledge 
sbmea nob, it exjatB not (avarupa rs sattfi). If both the above cognitions 

ehine forth in eonaoiousaesa, then Bna-paroeption of the diSeronoa 

between them is impossible , for this diGfirenos does exist as cognibioo 
(avacupaijYs.t = jnj.rutro»katvat ). Hence also (bo tbe pareepbional oogoi 

tio 1 ) does nob balong ( us you maintain } tha power of bringing abocb 
tbe^ espeiionce of (of frilver and nacre) Therefore it is impos- 

sible, on this view, to account for cr«or. So too your grounding (^f badha, 
or deBtrucbion of error, h contradictory For where, m tha case of 
a desire less man no aotivity follows ( on his ecror ia regard bo 
febe fcaoro) the cognit on expi-twed la tbia n WJt n yet wou d uotba 



nmuMV' 

the degtroyae of bis error (beoanra yon hold that this co^oltJon destroys 
only the activity in regard to the silver ; and therefore this man, having 
no desire for silver, would remain inactive and still contiDiie to regard 

the nacre as silver J. Hence, oa the akhy^kti view, neither error nor 
the destruction of it can be aatislactorily accounted for.” 

^TFiT=®sn^srt!^!fisfq ff f 

t«[r!^|T%^^5SW 5T ’C5^ra?^fTl^«n% jk g HST 

t3:g stm%ra gmwiif?7qi^qt£[Tq^?iT ssi^iqiri i?qq 

l “ '^he holders of the ^tmakbySti view also declare that tha 
silver is not erroneouBly surmised (as the Vedantins hold ), but that since 
the silver is immediately perceived without any intercourse (of sente- 

nrgane &c, with it ), it consists of knowledge (sanmt ~ vijnana) : that of 
this intitrnctl silver (as thus constituted) there is a cognition under the 
form of externality : that this oogniticu is falsa, Further that the badha, 
expressed in ‘this is not silver,’ does not ceitify to the non- 
existeoae of eilver but denies in regard to silver ( tatra ) externality, 

■which asteraahty is another Bynoaytn for thii-tteit ; because the denial 
of ths ottribato, so. thia-cetfo or externality, is, in aocordancs with the 
law of parsimony, preferable to the denial of both the subjeob, sc. the 
ai^ror, and tha attribute, so its externality,” 

fRflrPf^qTcfTgm 1% saRTHRI^fTr ®l?fTWW ’C5% 

t Tnsj; siratsTsr* 

r^l^qq^: \ SIT Sidn?!’ I 

%'a' ! tcisiciTmfi'. si^ran i ^s>i[ 

1 vTTl W^lIi^eiT 

I STfriqiRFg S}m''JTTWWT=S=^ I *T 

=C3=rt?53(. ^i9qF?74 

1 l? 5Bl%l|'c!rg?3; 1 FT?5W- 

TTli ?q!rl. a??T !g%q=?ifr5T^ 

^?i5EFq^l H «fq^T^?qTilE fT??l ! %qg- 

^|i5^i:vl'i:qra5T iFsr?T^!§q:.qiqq#t: 1 %qqtTllT?a^tJT 

11% f!5f 1 qiWT T%qHTT% 1% | 1 fTT^ST 1%S%- 

% ?«TT?qi% srsTfTrq ^ # rf?qa 

5?Tc5!$S3'iq»tlT^%fr®15r I “ According to the iltmakh 5 S,t;i viaw 

also, either the form of knowledge is erroneously imposed on external 
( silvjttr ), or exterj^ity is imposed oa the silver which really consists of 

knowledge 1 Not the hrit elteraftlive ; for since j&eoejdijag to vijo^aavuda 



( senaatSounlifm ) aa extsrnai objocs »xiati8, lb !a Impostfble to regard th& 
silver as » subswaCe (in which aomething mighb be earmiaed), Jar it 9 xi»t 8 
not Or aven if the former alternative be admitted, onr perception 
ought bo take the form 'thiB eilvar it anreal* (and this form it does nob 
take). And against fehit it cannot be argued chat since the term real 
is nob applied (bo the silver andar discuasion) the silver mast of aoarsa 
be Mnre*^ For if this were the case, one vroald nob afibetnpt to grasp the 
(unreal) silver, Then, the other alternative remains, sc. csberaality is 
imposed on the sliver (-which is nothing more than a aensation), In this 
case, since externality also exists not, the knowledge of it oould not ba 
perceptional (for perception deals with soitwiAapa or an existing objeeb) , 
end becauBfl on this view would follo-w asabkhyati or perception of blank 
non-entity ; and because there is no evidence bo prove that tbs silver 
consists of |nS,na so is a sensation. Nor is is correct to say that the 
knowledge of bkdhs conveyed in * this is not silver,’ accepted in aocorda- 
ace with the law of pafsimony, declares by implication, the internal cla 
raotar of the silver, ia denying its externality For /Aw-ness is nramsss 
(this represents the object immediate, most nearly perceived) ; aud if 
this nsss be denied (of the silver, cf Aupra), then the silver muat be 
eotnetbing distant : however than could that maximum of nearness, 
which constitutes the knower, pertain to silver (which the vijoauav^dm 
declaree 'to be infsrnaZ) 1 Nor does the silver consist in knowledge, 
because it ia immediately perceived wibhout any intarcourae of seose- 
organa (fee. j for the qualifioatioa toifftowi any iniereourse 4c. is -Qnproved, 
fcinoG intercourse with eensa-orgsas ( — though of the alaukiks , kind» 
technically termed Jnanalakshana pratyasatti) due to soma defect visual 
or otherwiae, must be admitted in regard to silver existing else-where. 

Ner is it correct to gay that the b&dha expressed in 'this ia not silver' 
denies external iAas-«csi and no* the silver. The biidha denies neither, 
but it doea deny the identity of the two. And -when this identity ia 
denied, the i&is-wfiss will chntinue to exist in the presented object^ bo tha 
nacre, and the silver and the BiJver-nesB will exist in some other , place and m 
Bonje silver reapeetively. Hence the grounding of error and its destruetiou 
BeeordJiig to the £.tmakhyati View is quite untenable,” 

It -would appear from Bhamstt p, 15, that tha Utmakhyati view belongs to 
both the fcSautriinUfcaB as -well as to the Vijniinavadma, 

" »TTW Kf! ^rnrsiq ^C5mm 



Ci^Ji ^ ff^HiTsr^'J ( 

m^%fkr-t 51 

li) Iia'^ tlierc-fore been proved thut badhfj, is the convielion 
as to the noo-esistenca in trinal tune of tiiat which wa^ 
surtnised, cors'-^quent on the knowledge of a hridUnkaj (»r 
d stroyer of the surmi^ni. And thii-s SuresivarA declirt-'^i : — - 
^Nescsenoa wish its products was not, is nc't, nor will 
Ciihad Up bia-ohyavaHika, HI, isa. be^ whenever porfootj know- 
ledge produov^d’ fi om sentences as ‘that thou art,’^ 

asatkhj.Ujvadins ( (^ruijaYVrjDB or M tuh- 

yuruikas) (Uso wniTitain itat tiio siher i« not aniri'Bcb.'.uJjT t.it d blarik non-owtity. 
Til'll: tlio siUer *pii6nr! to conseioniK'S* i» duo sololj tn j o^'nition. whu'h tfau 
illumim {» e, nioka Iieoito) noii*eTitity. Jleuoe *vfeu b.tiUift makes ksiowti tliQ 
non-exisienae of ailvf"' this is uot silver ’ ’* 

f^qgqiq3?ref5? g;T’£lS?!’:r3RcFuqT^?Fg!g^ 3?!RFJ^ 

! ?rqiq ^rdi |ia 

‘ Then :^lso ths statement, on tie nsntktiji'.fcl vi'-'W. that cognition Wbieh ena 
sllnmmo non-entity, mates the uon-ovistoiit silver tlinso forth la cousoionsnoRs, is 
inoorrect For unmediate j^erceptioii of a non entity is nnknoim And stnee 
poyfer j raphes an objeet -llnis, power in regard ty wh,ii.'*~and Binec Jti rej'ardto 
a non ’a-i-iisac ohjett it oannot be aiSmsed eillior this it is aa oxistini,' ofieec (kdrya) 
or logical efh'cti {jeopys se something made Lnowii), U foUowa that tha 
ftsatkJivdi View ia wholly errousoas. And the stittemont that iTidUa deelarea the 
non exiatOLia- of silver has been already refuted by taa anyathaklvyittiv.ldiJi, 
when treating of the fttmalihyftti Viaw,” 

* The verse rana tlms '■ 

Wfqir <?rT I 

Bab^ CtiU Ufi 0 foh rpia^ 
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25. Now the objection may be mised:— -How can 
Ivnowiedg© bo tlio destroyer of Ne'^cieijc?'; 1 Because (the 
Biddbfintia replies) they are oppos'^d Wh'it, then, is the 

Objection ‘ tiiesnpvos.d oTpo»»«on oppcsitiprf between them? Do-^ 
atsA Noficeagt^caw es it cm.SSsfc (l) Hi the IffipoS- 
tiOi bo intelligibly htat6(i . eibility ot thoH ©Xlsblllg at 

the same lime ? Or (il) m the same plnce Or (m) in tho 
one faeiuu: the destroyer of the Olher, ^c. that wisick is to ba 
destroyed? Or (iv) ’in the positive and negative obaraoters 
respectively of kuowladge and neeeieuce ? 

Not the first . for knowledge inusb exist at the same tiras 
al-iD® wiiU Ntseieuee which preceded, bec^mse the dtstraction 
of NeteCieucQ ia subsequent to knowhdge ; o^heniiso knowle- 
dge would be tisfehsa. Not the ssootid ; sinca (lo prove hia 
ppint of mutual oppossiDioa*) t,he SiddhrmUn is bound to 
deqlaie that K.imwhdge and Nescience have the s&me locus, 
beeau-ie there would be no oppo'-itiois between Knowledge 
and Net'cvence, if they had separate loci. On the thud 
alternative, the destriuotion (ghaia) oi that which is to be 

destroyed must be maintained. If it be rtpli-d that ghafca- 

katva implies agency thus, _it) is that which brings about 
ghafca, i e, (Ihvamsa, destruction ; then it may be asked 
whether (re) this ghkta is an independent SuEGothidg, distinot 
from that which la to be deatroyed (vadhya) or (6) is aa 
attribute of the vadhya or (c) is the vadbya itself ? 

If (a), then dciirtiction of the vadhya would be tTuposaible. 

* ew* 
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?1S ^ fW^T^T: HqST»IflflT%TiT8J !| Jl 

for the two we as unconnected as the raoimtsioa Rima- 
iaya and Vmdhya If(&) thee tha attribute proloufrg the 
existence of its hub^itrate, otherwise a substratde'^s attribute 
could not exist If (c) then Knovltdgo itsolf brings about 
Rescience ; and thus their would bo no opposition between 
Xnowiedofe and Nescience. Not the fourth ; for both Ivno- 
'Wledgeand NeNcletioo are positive entities, in that we have 
rcfated the view that Nescience is the antecedent non-existe- 
nce (negation) of knowledge : if this were not go, knowlad<'o 
and nescience could not exist at tha same time. Hence 
(argues the opponent ) since the opposition between 
Jiiiowiedge and Nesoieiioe cannot be inteUigiblv set 
fort!i, why ‘should Knowledge bo regarded as the dH&fcrover 
of Nescionce, or why should not the reverso be held se 
Nescience is the dtstroyor of Knowledge ? * 

To this we reply : — 

Nescienea is by nature tho thing to ba destroyed ; 

Met ; they ar# hy nabure oppa- whcroas ( destroying ) ayencv 

Bed, aa hgtat au4 daukaeas Rnc-llhe belonging to KllOwWWconsfcitu- 
be called 4n tes the opposing character of 
Knowledge, juat as this is ex- 
empJifipd in the case of darkness and light,. .KLL ‘ 

Although in this case no other opposition can be intellig- 
ibly maintained, yet the opposition indicated above as tho 
relation of destroyer and thing to be destroyed can oerfcainlv 
be thus maintained, 'm that it is generally sdmifeM ffict of 
ihdu9tioa that Kaowledge ia by nafcur'a the deafcroyec of 
NfcBOiem^, , ’ ^ 



^ I ©fir ^ » 
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sTP5!f^^Ttr?ifsH^a¥iri«?^ %%^r«Tr?afrf fe|%r 

^T?3[ ^’sjf %rf^s5l: 


Nor may it be asked by way of objection why Ntscience 
should not be the destroyer of Knowledge, since the oppo- 
siiion between the two is quite the aaniO) (whether Noacieuce 
or knowledge bs considered). Because if this Were so, Know- 
ledge could not indeed a'is', since Nescience, the dc&tjoyer^ 
was already existing; and further, because the settl'd nature of 
a ihinjf cam.ot bo called lu question, as in the case of light 
and d'li knasS, Nor can the reverse of this be urged, hs bovug 
oppob'-d to experience. Nor will there follow (in regard to our 
Viow) i-ha def uts notfd in regard to alternative (in) pp. l35, 
136, bec’iusa it is tubs^qaeut to knowledge that the ncgaiion, 
oxpus^ediri ‘Neseienoo *s not in trinai time’ arises,— which 
xn-’g ition iw f < ue KiiOvvledgni, and is another ayiionyiu for hadha 
(destruction) 

tJ6, Here it ffi><y be argued that if knowledge is by 


UeiliiLtio adal^sui’iiam or Llic) Wedjata ‘ nnture the dt-Stroyer of 
{jniauoptition, 03 lUo ceasatioa oi boGiiy Nescience, then corporeal 

exlstenao, 18 poBSiblo only through a Ra<..mi ^xigffcr^Oy should at OUCa 
U'uiibor , but tho tsiacUer is au iinposaibih £ , j.i „ .. . ,„u .. U„~ 

, . , , , , , xr - cens6 tur tii6 iiih.n who uas 

ty, i£ JsnowltJtlire dastroys Ne&eifnce of , . . a - w 

M.huei boauy i« a product • knowledge, on his obtaining 

that state of isolation in which consciouanesa of hk body is 
at an cuid (vulth‘*kai\alya),’’' Sinoe subsequent to the nte of 
kniiwhdge Nfs-ciencc togi-ther with its products is entirely 
debtiv.ysd. And thus the traditional line of teaeheis (of Bra- 
hinavidyix) would bo destroyed, (and, without a guru no 

emancipation !). 

* V tkhSai valja to b<> distjobtnated from 3 TanrauiU m wk k Ui ru js to tk« 
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Nor may it be ar^ueH against this vUw that corporeal 
asistenee does not caaso because of the retributive tffioacy of 
aotions. For being a orof'uct of Nescience, this retributive 
efficacy cannot prevail r^'lien Nescience li>*s ceased to extat, 
just as theoloth is at end when the threads have ceabsd to exist. 

Nor may it be further urged that Nescience also conti- 
nues to exist for a short time sufiiciont t(j bring about (for 
the individu'/l) the fiuition of the actions (liy him) in eariicc 
spheres of existence. For this View would imply the Las to 

knowledge of its nature as the destroyer cf Neicience, Nor 
against the above is it to be atgecl that this character of des- 
troyer belongs to knowledge only at a time siibsoquent (to 
that indicated above). Fur one and the same thing cannot 
haNQ two natures. Nor again that Nescience qud concealing 
power ceases (with the rise of knowledge, but qua projecling 
power it continues to exist in order to woikotit the retributive 
efficacy of actions, F<.>r there are not two Nesciences. Nor 
again that though one only, Nescience is possessed of two- 
fold power. For that the one thing should at the same time 

both be and cease to be is contradictory. Nor again that the 
cessation of the power merely is implied (above). For the 
power and that which possesses power are identical : or if 
different, Nescietico could not cease to be. 


mdlvuinal a soaseioaaueBS (abhimaEj) o£ hjs body m tbo foria sambltdra or ananial 

vtonta vf, Yogwutra 4 ^ 


} n ci^^rat ^T5?%^rnres$f:f 
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^s^iy nfaW^F^T?!, t 5* %m^€STlEF®^yff?“ 

s^a^''!=i ^fa ®T«^' s syfeiuT” 
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Nor «gain that there is cessation of Nesoiance (tat) through 
C6''Bation of p'iiralxiha. For the cessation of prarabdha 
is nob a some© of knowkdp;e (praiuan«, and only 
Knowledge can pnt an end to Nescience). Nor is it 
to be atgaad that aftci the? cessatioii of prarabdha. 
Knowledge being unobstructed (by ptarabdha) puts an end 
to Nescitnee (bat). For when fbilowing on the deatruetion 
of piarabdha budily tsistence has ceased, knowledge itself is 
not ; and because kucNyhdga p’lor (bo the dests notion of 
prar'ib'Jba) was obiiruct«-d by prarabdiia (-^ad could not 
therefor© operate as the destioyer of nescieccp) Nor again, 
that a mental retvistanr of NcHciencej technically termsd Lta- 
vidya, contitiues to exist. For tins abo is a product of Nes- 
cience (and must therefore perish along with Nescience, its 
upadana or material cause) ’ and • because it is useless to ap- 
ply the term r&tentum to that which ie»lly is Nescience. Nor 
may it be argued tliati the eontmued exi'lenoi (,f a body for 
him who lias gaiiud kn'Ovl'^'dge is mtHfred on tho authorst-y of 
S'lUfci and SuiTiti pasaaget*, -whieb dec’nre the (technical) jlmn-' 
mui 1 B ate or en ai c p'ltu n of one wh le nl va For it i' 

cot the woi of the H'ae ru to teach jiTamoiukti 


R^r'a: a^f-sfi^rf^f^ rif® ^®- 
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Slt^gigr^syfe; >s|i^1fCrT- 

tfTSt ^^tit^’EIT^Tfa: » ^ ^l^-iT^fsK^ Ilf%%T- 

sj^T’^sfa^^'rr Grf^;|K^^ti3;5:si-<f^aF^i?i; i ^ 

Xf an;aui3u this it he said that its aim i < t'l ur^e iXio^o 

who se«k emancipation ti> o')g,\i];e in hcft mp> &c ili^m it iniHt 
he granted that the p^saHojo m wliicti jiviumukti is taught 

(taooha'itraaO is an ar£/iavt7dft pft'isage laudatory of the in- 
junction (vidJi't) to hear &o. and thus it ia not pos'-ihle t<i infer 

hy 106*1118 of the passaire leaching jhaiimukti Ihat (he hody 
of him who has gained knowledge continues to exist, for this 

ia opposed to both naturaXand supernataral ovidonce.-iJ Nor 
again is it to be argued that tho continued exmtencaof pia,!'- 
abdha is confinnocl by the example ofau aivow shot from a 
bow. Tho aruilogy is nob strict ; for in the former case, the 
arrow f’a the substrata in which the motion inheres is not 
destroyed (wiu-ress Nescience, the auhstrabe of piar^hdlm, is 
destroyed ex hypothesi ). Nor again that the universal opioi- 
nil (ot teaohess) ui rcg'ud (o Jivasiiuukii is uiUouchod (]iy 

the above objection). For in the ftbsence of prmT, coimuoo 
opinion is but blind tradition. Nor ag^un that the expo^i* 
tion by the Sasii'd-teachers of sooiethuig unpioved would be 
purposeless. For sucli ex[iosu.ion has its puriio-o in destioy- 
jog the distrust in his teacher which the pupil tluough Ins 
ignorance might entertain. 

* natin-HZ, sc the litistruoHon of the ira IojIqws ou, tha destrnetjon of 

’a’fidy'L Itsvipiclriaa.as eoraraonly ol>Sfirved in ref'iijt] to ennse arid ciTccts ^illpl>r• 
naOtral, se. that aflorded hy such Vedio pass.igi'S an Hbc fitter of the hLai-i jg 

]DTok«n ifl, Mb Up, U i S 
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Hence (concludes the opponent) since Knowl d^e is by 
nature the destroyer of Nescience, instant emancipation ae- 
cruf's to him who knows ; and thus, in the absence of a tea- 
cher, the rise of Knowledge is iuiposgible. 


Nor is it correct to say thatkuowle ige ia oert'iiniy iode* 
ppDd 'nt of a teacher. For as d‘-clared m S'ruti passages — 
hSo he who has a teacher knows : That knowledge is not to 


Chfm<i Up. V[. 14. 
Kath.1 Up. L 2. 'I 
" " I 9 14. 

Cluna. Up JV 14, 


be obtained by argument Havi'.g 
ohtaicied your boons (sc. excellent tea- 
chers) understand them: but a teacher 


will tell you the way to another life . Unless it (Self) be tau- 
ght by another there is no \vay to it . but when it is decla- 


Katba Up I, 2.8. . red by another, theiij 0 Dearest, 

’* ” it is easy to understand. 

Our conclusion is not incorrect. 


A teacher there cannot bs, even though he be surmised ; 
Mrt nimuToal teacher can 8echio he Call teacb, as the V(.ua tea- 


the Real, Brahiaan, lust ns the nnnal 
face Been m ivater rualces knorvii tlxe 
real fuou reileated therein. 


clieu. Nor is there here the fault 
of proposing alteriiativea wi- 


thout giving a reason for the adoption of one of them, for 
dpclsion is arrived at though the f^ct that ignorance pertains 
(to one only; bc the pupil, avidylvattveas) XLIf 


^=*?;?StT?3 
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Although, no real teacher exists, for (the teacher as) one 
who l£nov\s IS hL once emancipated, yet no contradiction finde 
place here, because Itnowladge can arise through an imagined! 
teacher. Nor can it b# argued that what is imagined (sc, 
the teacher) cannot bring about real knowledge For tins 
ig possible as in the ease of the Veds, and in the case of a 
reflexion. Nor again that our position ia logically 
defective because a doubt exists as to which of the two, the 
teacher or the pupil, is here the sUrmiser, For the 
Bunniser is he who knows not, and "“this character 
cannot belong to the teacher, beci,ua© in him, as oao who 
knowsj the germ of smnusai (bc a vidyii) exists not. Hence 
when the pupil has gained intuition (of Self as Brahojan) 
which comes from the sentence ‘that thon art’ through the 
favour of Veda and teacher, and has set aside Nescience and 
its products which are obstructive of emancipation, then ho 
becomes conscious of himself as the Eternal, pure iDtoliigeTicej 
unrelated, ore without a second^ Bliss ; then for huu nil 
duties are at an end. Thus we rightly spoke (in the open- 
ing verse p, 1) of ‘having directly through S'ruii ascertained 
the Se'f whh^ i? bhas &c/ 



SIfT iiT '^aT«3iv®: jfT^qT?3^«r gqiatisj 
^ »r^<=ji^T ai'an? 

a’scaT^iaxfiCr^ ^ f c«r^<f 
11’^% sa^T«xTr^?q»^ ^T % 5?isx5 
??sif^^rcEsa^ia: a ax ^rma tx%: fa^ir mafa 

■^!fiX9!5e?i «fa; fk^T iRal^ ?? at 37 ? 

(isx’iXTa filler 'weif^ fa^i 

s^fqt^iiX's^ «?tr»i!X: ^!5;?fta9'^'(£qfea^a \ 

And because Self has been proved to be absolute Bliss 
in such many paasiges as ‘Brahma is Inteliigenoe, Bliss’ and 
in that beginning, ‘who could breathe, who cuuld breathe 

forth, if that Bliss existed not 
Taiu Up. II 7 s, ifl the ether (of the heart) ? Now 

„ „ III 1 . G. esdnuiiation of Bliss’j 

and ending, ‘that Bliss which is m man and that Bliss which 
)B in the sun, both are one’— and again in the passage begin- 
ning Biaigu Yfiruiji (went to hia father), and ending with 
‘He peiueiTed that Bhss is Biahinan.’— and again in the 
passage, that which is Infinite is Biias, Theie is no Bliss 

CWnd. Up VII 33. in anything finite’— and in the 

passage beginning, ‘Veiily, a husband, is not dear that you 
Bniiad Up. n 4 . may love the husband, but that 

you may love the Self, therefore a husband, is dear’ and 
ending '• Veriljj everything ia not dear that you may love 
everything, but that you may love the Se^f, therefore 
everything is dear 


^ f^- '^pTFT 3i«f?fi£fr !ST sjr-sj; ^fSf:; '«if4^T|5^t*f- 

5t f^ ^'nsF^r s ^ ’sri^rTfi^^- 

?(ait?m5!^fki?f?'U ?!^fcr 5^T^cf^fis afl'SiT ««n€qT*1^^':?l?'5rT- 
rg;|; t ^ ®n?^^<‘23T7jTlSJ^ ?| 

53F«IT!TT ^T^jfi^c^lf^^^ajfas^t'Sr: i 


27 Hf-ri^ ib may Le sskod by way of o1)joction wheiher 


Ohiection Bl<iti, .mnnili, nMi>li<“4 
bli'^stul chiiftic'S^r, fuiEimlatVJi, Ujclnu- 


I'lii'.i'tui cbiiihoLtsr fvi.d tlie othtir 

o.!lyk,ion-a..theiatcla.s-ntWb«t. ^‘Uukl. OS exist ill Self 01 ' Uob. 
or goneiality. Heusf, ovtr uml If SOj whel k')' tllOy arttrtrtloc 
abl^«Brahlaa„orS.l^th.r(= fuats uuteal (^. B. SUl’tul.seJ) IkhUhev 

din'iilitvu .int’ thus iloiUBm (;k{v.'ii- . , , , 

Cttiiuub be; lor tins would uujiiy 


tavada) IB ovorthowa. 

duality (sc. Self, and the real attriliiites) Nor can they be 
uiirofil ; for this would imply that the subslruto (^^c. Self isi 
xvhieli those altributo.s aio surmised) duos not n a,Uy possess 
I) nsfii’ cliaracLer ; jn't as th'»t MUbstcate, so, n?»ore iu wdiuh 
silveimess is feurmisfctl is not ioally silver. Not (in reply) 
may it be urged ( 1 -y the Vediititin) thfit tho pos.scssiou of a 
nob blissful clonactci ^possession of a cbaracifei* other tiian 
bhs-ii’ul; ititd iliit such character also does not jondain ioBslf* 
For the Uiisful ch-iraeter of S.df svould still fotnam impto- 
vfcd. And the second aluruativo) sc. that bl sslu! oluiiaoloi' 
does nut fcXist m SoSf, will nob hold. For the term bliss is 
not applied to anything which is not' the substrata of the 
attiibuta blissful Nor can it be urg«-d that this, the Bliss 
(or Brahman of ’Vedanta); is somotbiiig tra.iisoeudi('g the 
common usage of the woid. For the common and Vedic 
meviniugs of a word must be identical ; to deny this (anyatlui) 
would be to deny the adbilsaiaija (of the Prirvamlmriuma. 
I 3 SO) teaching that words have the saoie meaning in 
Veda that they huve lo couuaon speech 



^wr^ i|Ji i w -g ^g«iT 1% 

wrHf g!i«i??T^’p¥r«fs ^s«Tf|^Rr * 

^ fV?i t »r ^ 

fs^^qx ^TSRqTqf^^qs-ra^ f i a^ 

®qT^%q^?'qfqTe!^*3fqir^[s?^Tq€; w- 

N<-r if} this transcendental Bliss what the sentence (as a 
^hole, oooeidercd apart from its constituent words) means.' 
Ft>r even so (the Vedic sestenoe) does'not predicate biissfal 
character as au attribute, since it ia devoted to teaching the 
impcartite {attribulelesa)" Brahman. Nor is at all possible for 
one to desire transcendental bliss, £'>r Paradise and like 
eupcrst^ nsuous objects of desire are also geueiicalty the same 
as worldly bliss Here some teachers might interpose that 
blissful character is (predicated) merely wUb a view to the 
The -Fiew of the Samkiii6pa8fi.iw»ka exclusion of all that is uot 
L 1 »i 174 ia unsatiafactory : bliss ; but it IS Hot meant that 

bliss as commonly understood is Self? for the relation of sab* 
jeot and attribute is not admitted (in regard to the Self )? 
Nor (oonfcmue these teachers) does dualistic doctrine follow 
logically on ?uch exclusion differentiation), for such exciusiou 
is nothing othtr than the substrate (or Self). In this way 
the attributes of possessing knowledge ha, are (by them) 
explained. The above view must be re 3 ected ; for the exd'U- 
Moi urged above is nothing at a!L And because thereon 
would fudow the uiew of universal negation o£ the VijnS.tts,- 

%-adins).^ . 




^5j ®!fi?f?^Tr%«r^TSi^ €V% af%fr; ?)«tTraiT5T^=^?8fTftsit 

^ %fiTai?iT *151 

qf’RBI 

And because some diffecQntia or excluding attribute mu't 
be granted : sf not, tho diflferentiation remains unproved. 
And it cannot be said that the differentiation proceeds jsers^'. 
For Se f is the wiidifferenood ; if nots it cannot be Brahman. 
Others again hold that the substrates^ in ’which blissful 
Also tTiit of iha Pimhapidiiii- character and like atlrihufces aie 

surmised, are just what the words 
bliss, (knowledge &a ), are commonly t«ken in this world to 
mean ; foe' in such worldly substrates also are eurmiaed 
blissful character &o. Further, that on this view no harm is 
done to Bliss (sc. the Self as the aim of man), for the attribute 

|ae blissful eharacterl is not accepted as an object of desire j 
since it is only an individual substrate (of ocita.in aUributepj 

tat) that is desired. This view ako commends itself only at 
first sight. For the meaning of the 'word bliss attaches iade- 
©d to the individual as possessed of certain attributes (vsish- 
ta), because it can not attach to the individual per ss. And be« 
cause it would for ever follow that tjoii-bhsfafal character 
psrtams to that which is the substrate (so, Brahman) of a 

surmised at tribute, so, blissful character. 

apart from the sensation (vijudnu). whence variety (bheda.) oi pcrceptioas m the 
fotwfs ‘this 18 hlne,' ahjs is yellew’ &(3 ? He admits, th'rt Uaeuesa, yeiiowsioes i&c. 

are the causes of the variety oJ perceptiouBi bat demos that ihoao attributes are 

Baythtug distin-ct from the various sensations: every saeh attribute U the aUrtbutc 
of a sensation and is nothing more than the tusmiton of a ‘itei/aiwn of Usilf isvabhodS- 
Tohavah that is to say, aensatiou is &el£-diB'erentiatmS. Another deRniUon of apnha 
is htadvyavnrti'- here tatssi^Ia; aUtsspita; vy^yriUi ss hbfliirt, cf, 

^BfeUv = an4 uipltasi eli W oSi BMsii<ipAticcliedts, 


^ grssi^T.ffPif^^r^i^^ff^^t^c^i'i'fr ; i 

I 


^r?i?T simi^cq * 

fafasgsi^ti# H ®qf%53l ti ijs || 

^ ' 

g%=sq^?iqT : \ 

^ xSi 

For its a case wliere^in a certain substrate (yatra, so, nacre,) 
an attiibute (sc siiver-ntsa,) is not real (*• s* i« falsoiy eurmi- 
8e(i)j that substrate cannot mean that thing (sc silver) which 
included withm itself the surmised attribute : otherwise it 
follows that nacre would have to bear the meaning of the 
word silvf'r. 


We reply ; — 

On the view that the power”* of a word attaches to an 


Etipty blieaful ehafaetor is rea'iy individual aS possessing cer- 
«... h.... mi Self i, tl« Subs- 

cf» liupta^ ppT 100, i« tr?it0 of fttttibiitos j bliBSiui 

eliajactec is the substrate of Self (tat). Or the view that 
it is only the individual that is declared by the power* of a 
word may be adupted>-....Xljlir. 

Although tile -wordhlus} as commonly understood, means 
as individual possessing blissful chnracter, yet Self is the pn- 
naary meinitig of the Wi rd hiss. For since a single substiate 


(ekwsya), when in relation with many limiting adjuncts, can 
give rise to uniformj persistent knowledge (aiiugata, whence 
existence ofjati or class is iuft-rred, of. pp lOlj 8 supra) and 
to knowledge of difference, (vyavritti, j.c. of individual things), 
to that suigte substrate can belong both class character and 
tndmdual character. And tbun vve declared in diacasslng 


•?othkkt wtyset V«L P^ribh PaftUitVoUM pp Oj tt 



?i5aT^fqT«T’5*e? «s«5f«i!W§S > ^^ar? eaf^^ai 

^^«Sj ^ aqW^9?T«?t5f55¥TaiI?Cf^1lfwi6l»if- 

i !3^i?i^5[|- 

Wlf^ SJWaTa’5l?[^¥f?g3raStJt*|5?igp’CT5«^5^T^%5^|- 

lakahaijS, (p, 97) . ‘in regard to the own nature of a thing (i. 
<?. the thing in itself ), which ia really one and withoat any 
attribatea (of, p. 64), c. g, a human facu or tho moon, a three- 
fold consoiousnesa of reflected obji^cb, reflexion and the own 
nature of the thing ia obaeryed to arise after a^ connexion 
between the own natuie of the thing and certain limiting 
adjuncts haa been imagined.' Or let it be granted, that m 
all cases it is the indiridual alono that is made knowu'by 
the power of the word. The objection to this view, — 
namely, that since the individuaW are infitdta in numborj 
the connexion of the power cf the word (with any 
one individual object) would sometimes fail (vyabhioh.'ira) — 
will not hold good, !Fnr this objection would fipply equally 
to the other view—oamely, that the lifera! meaning of a 

word (^akya as coming directly from the gakti of the word) is 
the individual as possessing a certain attribute (vi^ishta) 
Because, although the attribute may be only one, the indi- 
viduals possessing this attribute are many, as each ia a sub- 
ject,— there being many subjects. And since both views are 

on the same footing (tasmat), both the knowledge of the 
persistent, (sc. jati) which ta the literal mei^nuig of the word^ 
and the knowledge of diflbrene© (so. vywkti) can be produced 
through that attribute sc,' bhesful charsoter, which, while 
.it esseTitiall3j‘ constitutes the literal moaniog, is not itsalf tha 
Ubecol mCai^ g of the word bhea) 

/ 


^ftjffj: 1 

^T»ry^!^q9¥!?5rfT?r t 

K ‘ija (I 

Ptt;i| 'g|ff?^*!T^«f|3T i) g^ u 

For there is no reason to asaame that the word bliss 
possesses a power in regard to this essential constitutive at- 
tribute also (tatrapi so. slnandaive): just as it is unnecessary 
to assume oausal power as residing in that att ibufcej which^ 
while it is oonfctibutive of causality, is outside (i e., is not) 
the cause itself. * Hence there ia no contradiction in holding 
that blissful character pertains to Self. 

Having gained intuition of Selfj which is Bliss, Exist©- 
The teacher's Song of Joy. no0, One Without a Second, made 

known through that new and originative source of 
knowledge (sc. the "Witness, cf. p, 102), 1 am become that 
SeIf,...XLIV. 

That same *I’who, though really fhe One without 
a second, was once firmly persuaded of dualoy, am now id- 
entified with that One, having gained intuition of Bliss 
which is Self...XLIV. 

* Taking the stock example of danda as the kdra-^a of ghata da -dataTa resides 
in daoda and IS the karanatsvaoebedaka ot attribute whi oh easentially oonstitutos 
the causal power belonging to the da'ida as being exactly oo-extensive with it 
{acyujianfttiprasakta), but, on the other hand, dandatva is not the klraiia And so, 
■vvlulo there is a relation technicaily termed Sasyatj between the word taanda and 
the individuala i e the Self which is Bliss, it would be incorrect to say that 
wh eh » the eakjotaTarcliadftka Lq this ease is the flikja or 1 toraf 
tnesnJaie df the sronl iaand* I 
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^ ^5^fn; f^m i 

Iff STfar ^ liy^ il 

^«r ?T^T^5fT II SJ9 It 

^rCT^^fcr ^t’TgT^ffaf^fiSj i 

^ ^ »i^T^frf ii a'J II 
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5Jfq H gin«T : 5KT«S^tl’f mP*l«T: ! 

«l ^0 It 

Brahmin the existent, Bliss, ia noV—suoh was my mis- 
taken jadgmeut : but now that I have become that B. ah- 
man I know nob whither that judgment fled..., XLVL 

The external world of Meru,&c , was through Nc.sei©noo 
wrought in the One Reality which is peihct Bliss . but now 
that knowledge of Brfihman has beau attained^ where is 
that Nescietica gone ?.„XLTn. 

Seized by the ills of life I became anoihorj a mountain of 
pain, as it were, but now through knowledge of S^lfX 
am an oce-m of Bliss.. -XliVlII, 

Then yearned I for lutio things and was m^ch disqui- 
eted ; bub suolr yearning ia no moie,.. fl-r now know I the 
Self which is Bliss. ...XLIX. 

That cr6at<>r of worlds am I, whose Self was drawn 
away by the products of Nescicuce (sc. by mind, sonse-organs 
&c) : now through S'futi my; Self, tie highrst Blisg, has been 
^manifested|..L, 


^f€ r^T w®rT * 

?5!T«lf vt ^3!Tff! 'I??! U U 

?!9t ihm f«?;??y^qVf m tg?iT «i!j \ 

lasS^T %Tfg 5?^T5¥^ % n \i 
S^T«(T15’55?^sbX: 1 

^ ii ii 

B?i«f^i5rg[; jt o^v^ jt 

Thou hast been pondered and gained : long wert tbou 
absent from me: now have I gained thee, never to leave 
thee .... LI. 

Without thee I cease to be: without me thou canst be; 
oh jojl thou art) what I now have gained: Hail to theei,..LIL 

Bound waa I in the bonds of conceit of body by those thi- 
eves, the many forms of Nescience ; but at the very sight of 
thee that bondage was destroyed. .,LII I, 

I am pure aud emancipated, my form is more pervasive 
than the pervadingl (akasa, ether) ; let numberless worlds 
then be within mej they touch not my Self...LlV- 

Formerly the whole collection of Yedio passages such ai 
that thou art* was concealed (by Nescience) again and again: 
hut now bbaoiute Bliss remains eonetant through the 
•^hearing’ of the Veda,..IjV. 

* V^r . ^CFa; 1 

(t D s elott \ 



s^c 'li^’ 

^ic!^^sf sii’stT ?iT^«ifHflrt«^T'«T«rT^ «t f^ %^r« 

^i?t: 5B^ti ai^^T ^ti nif sif^rfgH- 

5?jrflr4iSI?f ff^ %9«^?fff wf^- 

5S[5*'£J: ^^r5f f|?SRi^' ^T '5!V^<?S ?irF?t|^5g| ’ig^- 


•grs?? ^T^% 

28. Hera ib may be askec) by way of objection why Self, 
if it is by natute absolute Bliss, does not appear in oonsci« 


OVjjeetion . Holt is not oorotnonly 
known aa Bliss, To argue that tins 
is duo to Noscionoo ia to raiae the 

(Question, Who knows Neaeijenoe ?— 
to which ao answer can he givoa» 


oasness duiing the tranemigra- 
tory esistenOtf of the individual. 
Nor may the reply to this be that 
tho appearance of Saif in oonsci- 


ouaness as the object of our highest love is indeed the pre- 
setift^iion <3f (Self a^) absolute Bliss (cf. p. 10, note). For 
our consciousness (nblsimatia) does not take this furtn (sc I 
am pure Biiss). And fartht»r, because no one is coiiseione 
of sach Bliss as that which VedadeelaroH to be the nature of 
Self in the slate of < mancipation (moksha) in the passage-— 


ail other creatures live on a part of this same Bins See, 

And because the manifestation of blies (tat) is deckred 
by S'l'uti to t>ik& place only at tho time of moksha in pas- 
gage:— Biias is the form of Brahman and is fixe^l in moksha, 
Again it may be urged that though Self as Bliss shines 
forth yet we are not conscious of it during transmigratory 
life, beemse of the hindrance than existing. What is this 
hmdrincs ? fa it Neselenoo or a product of it? If Nes- 
eisnc3,'dies it pertain to jiva or to Brahman (p^rasya) ? 
Not to B ahman, for to th»sti which is all knowledge and is 
blameless Neseknee cannot pertain. Nor to jIva which k 
iDilsntical with Brahm to, as deolarad in the passages 
"* theca IS ifo other a me bub that one’ ; ^flefc me enter) with 
this pva that tb m art all ut that Self 



^Tf^i tiscf%ifiwf^ ^ ^ f^«jTwf«0iimw «?^9|- 
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f«g^' '58'(qiRtS'!ff*!T«t^’3 
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Nor taay it be replied that Nescience does not really 
pertfiin even to jiva tut by a mere fiction. For the same 
would apply to Brahman also. Nor can it be urged (as in 
Samkshepfi^arlraks of, p 143 supra) that Nescience which 
has uadifforenced InteUigeuoe as its loeusj obstruct# 
'Completely (&. e, both jiva and Brahman). If unobsti noted 

Bliss exists not during transmigratory life, there is nothing 
by the attainment of which sn end may be pat to the oba- 
tmcfcion (of Bhss) For trans migratory life cannot be putj 
an end to by the attainment of anything that pertains to the 
trasmigratofy life (sc. jlva). Nor may it ba urged that oven 
during iransmigratory h£e unobstructed Bliss exists ; that 
the obstruction is not real but consssts entirely in ioatten* 
tion to (non-dsscrimination of, aoavadhana) Self, just as 
inattention makes one lose sight of the jewel round one's 
neck ; (that this inattention) pertams to him who is over- 
come by the poison of sen&uous objects, sc. sounds and tha 
rest, which fall within the duality wrought by Nesoienca, 
and whose mind eagerly desires the sight of Self, and whoss 
heart ia drawn awfiy, even while be beholds Self, by the 
bait of sensuous objects awakened by the firm impressioca 
(these bad left behind in his mind), and who thus finds no 
time to recognise that Self most dear, the lord of tb® univer- 
0e, who as the web entering thinga is very nt^ to him . 

Oft 



^ ii^*fT?<fir fsR wt isiftsi: fipsT 
ssT^j; fum ^wwi'simTwiT^i^'T 

^TS'as ^ ffa ^tlTHT^IfflT- 

^«S ^Sf^is-Sietf^ 9?^^ ?!ff I 

m I n f« ft?:s|«f«f^?!a^- 

aj^«J^T ai's’i i 

For of this obstruolionj eousistinfj in the conteinplatioo 
of those things* (sc pain, duality ^c.)^ the substiate otmiiot 
be known with certidaty. To explain — who is the seer of 
duality 1 The supreme Saif (Brahman) ? Jivs ? Or some 
thiid ? Not Brahman : for Brahman, consisting of ail 
knowledge, cannot have a vision of dunlity, sjnoe Nesiciaiics, 
the cause of error, is absent. For accord mg to the rule that 
errorn perbaitss to him to whom <NePcience pertains, that ih© 
deluded one knows truly (dffcerwards), it is ascertained that 
Neacieneej false and true knowledge, refer to one commou 
substrate (or persoit) and therefore vision of du'i.lity (tat) 
flan belong only to that which possesses Nescionce. Ntxt 

suppose that jiva, as appociated with NeseiVnce, is the seer 
of duahty, This cannot be. For the identity ofjiva wjth 
Brahman hss^’ been declared (in Bruti). Nor may it be 
urged that though Brahman slid jiva are really indeutical 
(ald^ede’pi), the oharseters (belonging to them jespeotively) 
of <;onsi$tinq of all knowledge and of being the seer of duaht^ 
may be satlsfaeterily accounted for by tecour.'f' to file set- 
tled relation of reflected thing and reflexion of that thing* 

For there is a difference here, 

■ ■ . 1 ■ .. ___ .- , . ^ ^ ^ 

_* Tfea gloss expisins that this is tho ftlutatioa of the second alletAstiTe 

**'^^5'’^ 9^1 on U » piodoat «* JfsBcisiiee — lasUcnUoa b^* tirt rrotfnrt 


fts?s^53fi!rf^»i}fimi9?it sf?i^^* 

§cfi?mf^f?i 5^sTTf^f€§TSfrTa‘|'s^^t:iTaT%l%^^ii 

lawsgEp^Tat i «f si^^j sf ^ nm 

Thu**, in the latter case, hince the limiting adjanot (sc- 
th.6 mirror) i>? already in existence, it is proper, a£cei’ the 
rela'ion of reflected object, se. the face, and reflexion of the 
face in the mirror) has been formedj to aeeoant for 
the perceived characters of purity and imparity (belonging 
respectively tr> the f^ee and the reflexion of it) by recourse 
to this eettl d rehtiun. But since in the present case, 
that very duality which has been biOQght ^bout by tliie 
■vision of duality, is the limiting adjunct through whose 
influence the suiimsal of a relation as httweeu reflected 
object (so. Brahuomn) and reflexion {so, jivu) is madsj 
there could be nothing to eonsutute a seer (of this duality) 
previous to that duality (or Nescience, tats^). Nor may 
it be replied that the objacUoa implied in the words previ- 
ous to that” cannot be raised, since the reflexion in Nesci- 
ence, which is eternal ah wite, rouat also be eternal a& ante. 
For then an eternal seer of this eternal Nescience would 
also have to be maiotained ; but such an eternal seer cannot 
be maistaiiied. Nor can it be said that the Witfte# is such 
an fetfornal seer (fcatha). For to the Witness itgelf as oonais* 
ting of ai‘ knowledge Nesoienoeoatiiiot attach, and therefore 
power of aafi ng that Neacienoe (t»t) cannot be ong 



’Sgl'S'liBUT^'SF® ?!'S^lf9?JT9f‘^ft? ^ fa««lTI9 
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Sl^nm -ifa^tf^" 

^Ifsrtfor «? I ^ ^«l‘?l: 

5|«S^^tar i 

Nor eati it be anid that there h no contradiction in hoi" 
ding that the Witneas, although constating of all knowledge^ 
ia the seer of that Neacieucs -which attaobes to some thing 
other (than the Witoesss). For it would follow that the Hi- 

ghe»t Self i« subject to error in thus beholding that Nesoi- 
encfl which attaches to something other (than Seif) ; and 
because this -would contradict the passage— ‘there is no 
other seer but this one.’ Nor again that eonaisting in a,U 
hnoivledge means the illumining by Intelligence per se (Brah- 
man) of all that is erroneously s-artnised in ity and that this 
character (tat) is not opposed to that of being associated with 
Nesoiencs (aridyavafctvena). For by the passage— ^without 

fault, without taint’, Nesoienceis abodenied in regard to Bt ab- 
man (tatra). IHor may it be replied that this prohibition extends 
to a real and not to an wnret*^” (surmised) Nescience, For 

the prohibition is general, and beca-use a real Nescience is 
not a fact of experience And because to jiva, as being 
BOmethitigsubsequent to Nescience, eternai-oess ctb ante can- 
not belong ! otherwise the Jiva state wou^d not be put an 
and to by the cessation of Nescience, (Hocoidiog to the ma- 
xim that a positive entity, sc, jtva, eternal ah ante is eternal 
'withmt cnil—Rnd thus emancipation would be impossible)- 
Kor will tile third alternative hold. For everything that 
from jiva and the Highest Self -uiuinteiiigent 
0^*^ fiob thcorefoce posBcm the p over of nuop. 
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Nor may it) be argued that powtr of vision belongs inde- 
ed to that pure Intelligence wbiob pervades both (jiva and 
Biahuiaii), For if tins weie so^ Nescience would have to be 
acStnitted also in legard to that pure ImelLgt'nce (tatiapij )i 
and so to jiva, (which would then have to be regarded as) 
faultless and nndeluded, would pertftio the characters of be- 
ing ever fiee and of oousisiing of all knowledge, as is th® 
ease with the Bigheat Self. And because this threefold divi- 
sion’" tnusb bsj m ptdnt of time, subsequent to the existence 
of the limiting adjunct (sc. Nescience), 

Nor may it be urged that the power of eeeiiig Nescience 
i^ ritrhtly predicated of you, whether you question 01 deny % 
for if you do not admit the existooee of Nescience, your question 
or denial in regard to it la imposaibie. Because, to ascertain 
the truth, you must declare what the tiue nature is of that very 
Seer of Neacioisee, so, myself. Nor »gain, that you who know 
not the untui e of your Self, thus, tJm I am asking about tJm 
(nature of Self) could not ask a question. Fora question iis 
posi-ible only when Nescience exists as to the matter of the 
qu-stion : otherwise, by admitting as alternatives knowledge 
or Neacii-nce of the matter in question, there would be no 
question at all ; (and then) m accordance with the maxim 
that one unquestioned should not address another, &Cp, 
(Manu, II. 110) the whole Yeda would be a crying dn the 
Wilderuase, for of itself it/iould not apeak (onkl questioned} 
* Vu to* 
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Nor may it bo «rf!vie<i that, if the matter of a question 
is unknown, the oaiploynsent of words in regard to that 
quf^htion la impossible, in accordance wiih the ■wt-liknown fact 
that words «re not emp!oypd whm o a certain relation has 
not b-cn perceived For even a word with a meaning can 
bo employed when theie ia simply a knowledge of the form 
of the word, as is the case with meaningless words teohnb 
cally termed stohha (h. g, inberjee' ions), .since in all oases ib 
is simply a knowhdge of bbts form of a word ihab is the 
omU'G i f its ewploymenb, A.nd because the knowledge of 
a certain relation, (which knowledge is) oomtiionly accepted 
as the can.-e of the employment of a certain wind, ia the cause 
(nr tngical reason) determining the correctness (piauiapya) 
of the word which is here pramaij, it %s not tho true cause 
(of the employment of that word).* Nor can it i)o satd that 
the resl nature of your Stlf is one of the following, or these 
taken together j Viz, those thing? beginning with the body 
and eudrag with the mind, which are the ohjccls of the 
Qonsoiousiiess expressed by the word J, and are pesoeiyed 
as dilfereiit from the not-Self which is other than they ate. 

* To (IseLd® whether a ftCitala word lias beta rlgbtlr a3<d Vv efeabt fc»ow tho 

wh «h that Word u uihrodod to convoy ) bot jnM<y to noiuM 
tt ■Q'lhatvre abod knoT i( the fonn, > * latttm oifl*wt<ih*« otthemit^ 
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S or these things are products of Nescience, »re known 
undirT the word my so far as they minister towcj^ enjoymentj 
are luiowu ss subordinate to me, just as ihe umbrelk &c. 

are, the means of o('iuf rt to another (sc. the r«j?i) , hence 
these things, Singly or ti''ge!her, canm.t pos-nhly coi stituta 
that Self, wliieh le nofthercausH'tior eflVoCj whion in its own 
uatuie is not to be r^-jeciod or accepted, jfts an oVyectof dtstje, 

whicli is noti made known by the word my, \vhieh illumines 
all that is different from itself most denr, which at no time 
fails to pf-rvado all things. Noi may it be replied thus— 
.Accept aa your own nature (Sflf ) that thing (svaiupn) 
which was distmguish^jd by you f om body &o,, down to lumd. 

For that thing alsoj tlie Selfvvilhin, or Witnessj is unkno- 
wn. Nor"^ again that putting Nercieiice out of view, we 
should accept as S-lf the Bealifcy within, which pet se is ih© 
object concealed by Nescience (tat), For doubt atiBchee 
ti> that Ks?ality also, in that it cannot be disorunmated ai 
jiva or 1 4 vara, or as something different' from them. Nop 

may it be urged that such discriminatinn is unnecessary 

8 HOC lha Rtjality itself is ascertained For thi* is no repl 

to the auuaf who dehirea to know that Reality i» toio 
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Nor to thid ma.y it be answered that, ia rej^ard to that 
^bioh is def>tilutH oC batli gent^ral and speci*!! attributes, the 
very desire for special knowledge is HupoNsible. For it follows 
that that some thing destitute of geuarwl and epeoial attji* 
hotes must be declared by you to exist. Nor, again, that 
no doubt is possible ia regard to this reality (svarfipa), 
since it has been ascertained «8 sometliing different from 
Kescience. For a doubt is possjibleia regnrd to that Heali'y 
which has been iavested by Nescience, even though the Ke- 

ahty may have been c«rcfuby discriramated from Nescience 
tat), m that the latter is existing, since even up to thiia 

time Nesoionco has not been destroyed, Kor again ma? it 
he argued that since Nescience is proved to be something 
sarndsed, it is quite impnsibie to discriminate It from S^lf 
which is its substrate, tor that winch is surmised has no 
existence apart from the substrate in which it is suimised ; 
hence when by diserimina'ion the real nature of Self m the 
substrate t)f all things has bawn asoi^rtained, than a further 
conviction should wrise in. the forni’— Nescience and its 
products, surmised in the Srlf (tatra), have no existence 

apart from the Seif ; and thus since Nescience exists not in 

$0!^ ^^bt is impossible, and question (in regard to Self J 
u aiaodmpoeiatde 
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The above argumoni is rejected becaase it does not ex- 
plain the original questioBj sc. Who is the seer of duality ? 
For the unrelated, unchanging Self or Witness cannot be 
the seer of duality ; if this were so, there xrould be a vision 
of duality oven at the time of moksha, emaacipation. 

1 1 ere on® (so. the pupil) may argue that the above oonc« 
lu&ioo, y\z, a vision of duality at the time of moksba, is not 
an niisatisfaotory one, as duality is seen now (during rack- 
shn) ] for sitsce mokahs. is eternal it exists always, hence the 
time I'f tiioki'ha^ is all time according to the passage— and 
the freed is free-otherwise, if moksha were occc^sional^ it 
would he noneternal, The above is to be rejected because 
it contradicts universal experience, for while knowledge of 

duality lasts no one experiences moksba. Kor does Veda 
teach what contradicts eomracn experience ; if such were the 
case it would follow that (Vedic) sentences declaring that 
stooos float -would have to be regarded as literally true ; 

hence the time of moksha is not ull tmis, for this would 
cuntradicii c*immon experieuoe. Well then, since you have 
yourself ascertained that all who kruAV duality are seers of 

I, you cannot ask a question in regard to the Beer of duality 
tliUB proved by you (ava) to exist 
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What follov’O'H! from this, yoa ask ^ This, namely** that the 
vision t'f dniility thoao seers hnve in just that (ako^ily 
mentioned) hindrance to mokaha whose manifestati on iw Ihe 
absolute Seif, (SRchchidananda) ; thua unclorsliand, A LiU'* 
diauce may exi^t (the pupil replies) iti tliooa^s of those weers 
of duality ; but why is tuoksha not rnanilest to i»a who hki 
not a seer of duality fhavinp; been taught by Veda thr< Wgh 
you my teftchfcr) S "What I (asks iha teacher) are youdilfe- 
reiit frona those pr rsons that you say you are not a seer i f 
duality ? Doubtless I am ! For I Jo not know them as 
myself : their joys and sorrows touch me not, Strfuge in* 
deed S What trust can be placed in your statement ; for 
while you behold those persons sc. that varied complex of 
godn, men and animalsj you say, I see not duality ! Such 
untruthful ness is improper in ono aspiring to moksliau ® Saa- 
nyisin and seeker after Beality ! Since I am identical with yfiu 
(retorts the pupil) the charge of untralhfuineas recoils on you. 
The teacher replies, in knowing mo as-lidentical with yourself, 
waa I known as one with a second ci as one without a second * 
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If the former, a farther fault of youra is that me, your 
teaoher atfc'j.uied to Erahraati'hood and unconscioaa of the 
loaHt trace even of dtialir.y, you imagioe to exist aiacne with, 
a Second : and yoar vi'ny contradicts the Veda passage — 
Olio without a second: there is no duality here» Grants 
then the sacond alternative^ bcc&ase from it the sbove fdulti 
is absent. Then f rejoins tho teacher) how do you know 
mo one without a second as identical with Self ? Through 
ydiir stiatement and that of the Veda text quoted above. 
In this Case you have attained tho highest knowledge ; 
nothing remnina for you to question . w'hen Self is known, 
nothing re nains to be questionsd. The not-Seif rtmaius 
(says the pupil). No ! For we have decSaied that by seeing 
Self all else becomes seen, in accordance with the passage— 
Indeed by seeing, he-irmg, pondering, knowing Sdf, all this 
becomes known. The pupii again argue s that it is impos- 
sible that by the knowledge of Self all eUe should 
become known, To the teacher's question, Why so ?— he 
replies I» all else d fferent fiom or identical with Sef^ 
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Noli difTeroot, For Ijiy seeing one thing a second thing 
cannot b^ seen; thus, a piece of doth cannot he snsd to be 
seen when an earthen pot ie seen : if so it would follow that 
the pot and tho cloth were identical. Nor can it be said 
that all else is identical with Self, For Self and not-Sdf are 
eoutradietorles ; and beeanso subsation of uot^Self would be 
impoasjble,, since that which is identical with the absolutely 
real Self could not ba negated as in the S'ruti passage — Not 
this, not ibis otherwise, on Self also bamg proved false^ 
blank non-entity ^^unya) would remain, Hence the state- 
xaeiit, that by seeing Seif all else becomes seen, is untenable* 
There is no fault here replies the teacher ; — 


Since the eidsiencs of duality is indeed tlie existence of 
Ifeply: Salt taaliruan, is AJl, To ,10 other, all tho World 

know Self, is to know All: tHis is * „ , , , , r< ir- 
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For duality has no existence apart from that of tho Self ; 
hence when Self is known, all duality is known ; for jnstt 
as when the rope is known, tho things sunttised in it so, 
the garland or stick (which may be mituaken for it) are also 

tboirUi BO too it is not contradictory that when Self is 
^owdlall athon d bu known 
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Hence also no contradlclion attaches to the injunetory 
and prohibitory S'rati pa'jsages Of the former hind are the 
fodowmg . — This everything, aU is that Seif. 0 dear One ^ 
E's:istesit alono was this in the beginning, one without a se- 
cond, All this consists of this Self. Brahman, indeedji 
was this in the beginning. (Seeing this, the Bishi thought) : 
-«-I wag Marui and the sun. Bub when to one all has be- 
come S«lf* All this that is, and is to be, is Narayana. Of 
the latter kind are the following : — There is no diversity 

here. Now follows the deelarafciony No ! No ! For beyond 
this No there is nothing. Other than this (Brahman) is 
perishable. There is no second. There was no diversity here 
in the beginning. Entity was not, non-entity was not, 
Indoedj in every dfty life, the instruction given to the 
man who mistakes a piece of rope for a garland or the like 
is either— ail these imaginary things are that rope, or— no 
garland or the like exists here. Still It may be asked, which 
of these two forroB of iustruotion is ths befter Xhougt 
both perform tlip same function, the loj unction has the 



^Ejr ^ifiT ^^-. 

we® 6??^^ 

n } ^f^% 3?<S?- 

^ va 

'df'KTa *»«5? ffjqr Ksf« 5fiiEE 

Ol^'eT l|59T^ 5| ^ f^f'25: I 

^n^ ti^'«[T?j[ ( 

For in, this case when it; is enjoined that; the existence 
of hU things seen is stidetd the Self, then ihe knowledge tmit 
Slothing other than Self exists, that Self is absolute, 
ditaetiy inaTiifestB itself :?wheroaS in the case of the negation 
the knowiedgo is gamed jodireefcly thiongli iufci’ouoe that 
Seif is the substrate fco^^-whioii^, the , ii‘'grttion refers. How 
then lb may be asked, do both hud scope : Sincd the aim of 
man (so. moksha) would be ioached thiough the iiijunctton 
alone ? Not so, for both forms of instruciion aro of samce 
according to the varying quihiications of those;, who eet-fc 
moksha. Thus, he whose mind is utterly overthr'own by the 
pains of life desires 6rst of all the ceasadon of those paitjs : 
in bis case the prohibitory text is certainly the fiiisti to be 
of service, after which the injunctory text avails. To situs- 
trate ; — he who fancying he sees a snake trembles with. fear 
needs, in the first insianoe, the prohibition so. tfiis is no 
snake that you see-™, .but does nob need^ the injunction se, 
this that you see is a rope^or stick i^o. Again in; the case 
of the man who quite undisturbed by this world, desires 
to know what reality underlies it, the fitting answer js« — All 
this world is Self After this may oome the prohib tory text. 
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Thus for him who ffincyinghe «eps a snake and knowing 
t;be antidote for its poison c^n fearlesUy a^kj — Wliah i5> (re- 
ally) this tl]iiig before HOP? — the fitting answer !s~-Youseea 
gnake — and not the pr<ihibition, so. — This that you see is no 
enake. To sum up — neither form of S'ruti is useless, for both 
find scouo under \.aTyitig cirumstances. fierce it has beeu 
proved by both iiijunetoiv and prohibitory texts that the 
absolute Intelligefice, Existence, Bhss, is the Self within, 

29 . Bub the pupil may again urge that the question, 
ObitjcUoti pari iHiH'iv, ’(la follows : Self ^yho this Seer of duafity iSy 

Siinflt bo itwjcnafiy ohanKfd into not-Stlf ; , i j 1 

for dualitj 18 a fact of espenouce, Eeply : been deCl ed, 

KTo ! tiio chajib'c ss uiiiEory— Vivarttavada Yoli who question me are 

—For tho indivisible Self eoald not be 

ehauged that ss6r of i duality says 

the teacher. Then who am I ? i^sks the pupil — You are really 
Brahman, Then (rejoins the pupil) itf*-llows that Brahnifiu 
suffers modiflenuon. What (inquires the guru) is this modifi- 
cation? IsitduaUty; or the visionofdaaluy? Not the former, 
for all duality as distinct from Brahman has been negated (by 
Yeda); nor indeed can the non-exisfentj e.g the honistfa 
man, bo a modification of anything. It may be said thi 
difference betivoeu duality (asya) and ih« ^bove example (ta- 
tsh) is the fact of a vision of duality Wid! then, it follows 
through induction (praptapraptaviveka cf p. lOS) that vision 
is the parinuinSj material n od ficationj of Brahman 
for apart from it tbinga neib e exist not. 
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ThiP) iH SO5 replies the pupil. No > (rejoias the’"giitu).for 
it IS idipoSiiblo that this viHion or produat, as includecl wUhin 
the Hclfj should be at paripamn of Self : siuceia'JthiiigTie siot 
a p'lrma'ua of diaelf , and becaiiRo the panpauia view la |Viti“ 
&ted by the nlfcernaUve as«umpti<ins of wholejor a part of 
Self arjdarg'dncf p«ni.iama. (of. Vetl, Sfi. If, 1 , 26 .) Nor may 
it be argued that the R'ftOiefi.uit attflcbos to the vivartta view; 
for you luve ntkC uoderstood the tneaning of vivartta. A viva- 
rfeta, forsooth, is no reality existing apart fioiiuts substratej 
in regaitl to which the above alternatives may find, place; bat 
what is t'-rmod a vivartta is nothing but the substrate itself, 
which thrmigb some (h-fscfi appears Under a different form. 

dijjhrent form cif what’ asks the pupil. Of nothing 
really , for this diff’r.rent foim has its destruction la, 3. e. by 
knnwbclge of, its sub'-traie {Self)j .since this diffhr&nt ot 
liot-Self form, is not perceived in another substrate. Thou 
(rejoins the pupd) this is simply a teaching of asatkhyafci 
Uiidwr another guiso. Not so, says the giiru ; for in our 
View the 'khyati (perception) also is illusory, which thu 
Charvaka or holder of aBuikbyafei wn! not admit (as he holda 
that tb© kl ydti 18 real) • moreov#!- we have overthrown him 
wbo ho da fco » universal b ank cf p 72 ), 
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But wiifttiis Ibis illusory character of perceptien? Know 
(rtpli’js the guru ) that it; consists in ih® appearing in coiis5 
snouooe^s of that whieb is really prsdicateless as possessing 
a predicrtt*? (,kbyad, here ■« chaifcanya, Self). But (rejoins the 
pupil) the nature of Use said predicate you should explain. 
It, is really nothing but the predicate-less Self (khyati). 
Then it should b^ perceived as such. True enough (rejoins 
the guru) in ihe ease of him who knows Self (tat); but not 

in the ease of the deluded man, simply because he is deluded, 
Wh&t, theoj over and above (the real substrate) does this 
deluded man perceive ? Nothing really, Why then call him 
deluded ? Because he fancies that bis perception of one thing 
makes koovvn somsthing different ; thus, in common life, 
he see® a rope aud fancing it to be a snake, says— this is a 
snake But what is this f»mcy of bis ? It is hia conviction 
as to "the non-existence of a really existing thing, sc. th® 
Tope which is even present to his consciousness. But if he 
relllv has a perception of the rope, how does that peroepfciou 
prc'Lt itself to hL so as to make him us® the word 
‘„«k. ! ThW, W6 Kply. iB due to eimiler.ty (Wwew tops 
Md «D»kB) sod to certsin dsfeote (oi eyMighl, *o- irhioh 

•teod gstsriosU, for Neacieooe). 
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Ileiioe after the ftlae peremption of the suaka haa beea 
<3oslroypdy bis consoiouaness takes tho form-— fchia rope indeed 
wjia perceived by me in the shape of a eaf^ke. What I did 
he not perceive a snake at »U I Certainly not» Then, in this 
way coiiBciottsness is vbdated. Kot so ; because m coritra- 
dioiing the cocscioueness of a ddudiid man, jso viohueo la 
duiio, for he does not discriminate botwoaii what he perce* 
ivea and what not ; and because no violence is done to fchs 
eonscioxxsnesB of thn undelvded uian, in that be was not 
coisscious of the snake at alS- 

30. The pupil argues that since the rope alori© is p^r»e« 

ObjecUoa; Vrtartt»vM». th<jn, i» jved (bVato Sftti, cl supra) 

tdlaa alao, , » , 

Reply 1 Yss ! lalafltorhimwhokBovd ® the examplSj 

tlso ti'fllb ; bat a way to tte trxith loic Inai tWO things Only, vis., aubs- 

wh« kfiflWK itBot, 0 #. pp, 116 ' 7 , . , , 

trat© or rope^ and the co* 
gnitiop of it ; for the non-exisianoa of any cognition or 
cognised object other than these has been taught : wheFcaSj 
in ihe illustrated casej both substrate and cognition of it 
are the Self alone, for in regard to self-luminous Sdfj a se* 
oottd cognition (racking Self known) is not to hoassumei 
And so, {coutitmes the pupil) since a vivarfcta distinot ftoa 
B^feanftot be shown, the vivaitU doctrine is done aw^y 
with ; Henofl the teacher clearly abaudoM his own doatnaa 



I'fH'Rfe 

sfb f^?n^*?iiT’ff^ sil ! s m 

i %?| n 

if^ 

No ! (replies the latter) for Tivartta doctrine is sot the 
final aim of the Upanishads, in that it serves only to 
instruct the uninitiated : otherwise, from the false percep- 
tion of duality would follow duality aa something real. But 
(replies the pupil) that perception is false, What does 
falsity mean ? Does it mean non-existence in time, present, 
past and fu'ure? Or, since non existence is a unity iudimibie, 
does falsity mean that the object is perceived temporarily, 
(occasionally)'^ * fha former definition will not avail you (says 
the gurujfj for that is ''.he meaning of the term accepteii (by us 
Vedautuis). Nor will the latter avaib for even through such 
occasional porcoption. Monism (the final teaching of the Xlpa* 
mshads) ie overthrown all the s>^me, But (argues the pupd) 
that occasional perception is the Witness itgdf No, h^ca* 
Use the Witness is unrelated, as declared in the passage — Fo 
this Person is unrelated and because temporary character 
cannot attach to the Witness. 

* «iWsgTf^f!?eiT^T?:viT?qr 

WqirTsTf 1 ^fS553ffUIrqH I SKT3[1V^fSf;cm%)^Sf“ 

?Tfq^%32ii'!qN^ 3iirq5??cnf^fr w 3^^ 

N B's filojfft, 

Tke aiiflliflcatiort twc«jiwnis% eieludsa » 5b®6r Mion-^niity, st. a. s6y-ri?tas- 
wliicb ne-veif percmveti. Again, perception of .Self aa an object, effected as thia 
b febrongli a vritti or tnodifieatioa of the antstikarna (TnttivyipyatTeniiJ might 

be eonaldaaid otemnMol butle exelaUed tromtbe bj the ountlea 

Bon-oatltr 




«I«5W I J?T|%: m^'t 

ww^af I ?*^t ^ % nm tt^si- 
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>ff« afsfwnt f j 


Farthers is this vision of duality perfeHioing to Solf 
effected by a prainfina (trastworfehy soiii'ce of kaowlcd^i;^), 
or by an erroneous cog tiition ? Nf't l>y the former^ for this 
would contradict Si'ufcj pasgagoH teaching advaitn ; nor by 
the latter, for the rale is that the thinjj tjiade hsiown by 
erroneous cognition is non-t xistent ; othtrwise the oogni- 
tion ooulti not be said to be t-rroneuus. Thus vision of 
duality never indeed pertains io Self. So f^Iso S'»'uti debajs 
vision of duality froio 8eif whose nature i& urdu'oben vision, 
as in the pasaag®, — when he does not see, he still is seeing^ 
though hs sees not. 


Smriti also approves the samej thus, — ^For the uniniti- 
ated it is taught that the whole woi Id is this vivartta of 

SfahloaD The wise hold ib to be Bhss tmmodihed * 


w: \ sf(f?i^TO^T m r 

ifil %!!|, si ■m % aorT^^fs!f?! 

W 9JT^f^f?j %5iE 

^^S!??!aT^ ^ fsiSS’S^ 

f^(|tf ^ f?f9W 


31 If to Seif vision of duality pertains notj Self, as being 


Otjoution (a) Veda la narfeBS, if 
Self la an unrelated Unity Reidy : 
Wot uaelosa . for it puts an, and Jo 
Neacicnee or the false knowledge of 
duality, wliieh la slacer con entity. 


ever fiee and uninvolved m 

transniigratory esistencs, will 

iaok the motive sc. desire ,o£ 

•*( 

mobshH, which ITeda is to «c* 


couipliiih : bonce Veda will bec<,tine usehpg. Reply ; Not 
so ; for fcvsn to the ever free Self Veda becumes & source 


of right knowledge !>y degtroyiig (the false ktjowledga 
ol) an absolutely Qon-i-xisttnt W'vld, But the function 


of Veda, it is urged; would be v^m k regard to 
BUeU a world, fir the ahsobuojy lU'C-i-xistent hM 3 oaased 
to ba eternally. No ; f >r thn arganient would f'ppiy equally 
to a Joat woiidj tiace no loslahce is found m which tite V^da 


puts an aid to a re.U object. Then, it lUny be urged, Yeda 
aims at dfstroyiog (wliab the Vidati tine t''r£Q)aMrvacha“ 


niya or inexplicable ohjeoU No ! we reply, f r here too no 
conSrniatory instance is found, since what oeasea to be ii 


not the anirvaebaniya object {e g. false snake, which never 
exisi.ed at all ; but the huge knowh-dge in regard to (.ha 
snake cojnefl *to an end). Thug bocli oasts are propound»'d. 
Hence V©da is authoritative in putiing an. end to the false 
knowledge of an absolutely non-existent world, according 
to the paas&ge,— ‘ the free i3 freed, that ceases to be which 
^ « r nt^d to hk© ’ 



iffs?! g»(s !! 

ff« ^ifes^cfq w- 
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®Tfi3f^5sr KIT ?T?«fr!i;^13Sfq[;?5!? mj g^Tf«fK'0?5?«TS!V3|qn^tq ^- 
«siti«rr HWT^«T|^?i®-fat i ^ n 

1 ?l^nT»?r^J|^^T«|«¥:5qf5fTWT^ ! 

Sairiti also, ob^erviiig the reality (svanip/ 4 ) of Scifwhcsa 
nature is eternal Knowledge, declares the rtbsojufcw non-exia- 
teuoe of that error (termed) the world — thiife : ^Knowledge, 
effected through Vedio n-entencea destroys th-it error termed 
the world, which had already hocm destroyed by eternal 
arnkshejiaiinraka Ji. sj 38 . Kno\vladi,m (Slilfj iJrahmau); 
just as Arjuita slays again the Kuru laec- already slam by 
Viisudeva' Moioovur, again&t Uioye wlio IhqU that 
"Veda ia a reality apart from Hrahmau tim charge of making 
Veda untrustworthy may be brought, since the sole character 
of Veda(tnHy«)i 8 that'f a pram an a nr trustworthy source of 
evidence. But i he charge can not be bioughi against those who, 
unconscious of the least trace of duality, hold that Braliman 
alone ewr is, since they do nob admit Veda or its (rustwor* 
thinesa aa existing apart from Brahman ; otherwise Veda- 
ntic Monism would be violated by the separate existence of 
those two sc. Veda and its trastwortbinesa. Nor can we 
be charged with heresy in not holding the trustworthiness 
of Veda ; for we do not (ss the heretic does) hold the untru- 
fftwc also of Veda, 




^r^l; f cf^f®^ sjfa ^r ^t^- 

WT?i ! s*!^ ^ s^giTirlT air 
i %ei?: f cr<®ra^ 

««ci: ST ^|^?rsag'??ra!?^i 

n ^'S^?s| ^»raii^T«r»?f¥??!fff q5t^f!3imt 8iT i 

Noi whik ciot holding Veda as reliable, can we he charged 
with leaving Monism without any evidence ; for this charge 
would he against the seer of duality (with whom) the eXisfe- 
euce of Self has to be proved by some pramaiia. Here a» 
opponent may ask whether the character of being a Seer of 
duality is an attribute of Self or is the own nature of Self, 
Not the fofrm^r, for them duaiuy is estabiithed ; (for this at» 
tribute, he argues, nm'nt be assumed to be a reality a non- 
existent attribute would be iionBeni>e — ). Not the latter for 
then it follows that the wiude complex of duality is self- 
proved (i. c. is avaprakasa, as Seif is. into whose nature du- 
ality enters, On the above assumption, as a vi^esba^ia or ne- 
cessary predicate, thus — dvaitnsya drasdta cf. p. 70 n.) 
Not we reply. For in aacordauce with the nature of Seif 
ss proved m Vedaj »tl duality is sheer non-entity, Nor Can 
imn-fciitity prove itself^ for being absolutely destitute of 
power it can neither prove itself nor be proved by someth" 
ing else. 

Here it may be seked by way of objection whether th® 
view that the world as diatiuet from Self and the visiou 


OhjectiQa; fb) Bui. thw above doetfiae 
fif Maya 5a Iiold oa)y by the Vedaatm 
whose ttvKloaee is obviously madtoSssMe. 
Reply ; I’hp final appeal for all fiootn- 

D« » to Vofia which eortaiuly tcaohee 
IUt* 


of the world, are sheer 
non-entity, is ane held 
by the vulgar or by trained 
tbinkera. 



fsf<wa'<t > ^4* 

Pi ,%«r^'!«T'^s?^ism?tTfRvsT swwTfor^sf ®r^^* 

i fnc^tfw^KrfswSiwf ;^i^« 

Q'rspqr’CT^iJFiW^lrffTf^pw^^ar ff^perw?®- 

"'A 

uiife^3?s^w ! Kw? ■%;' fr{r'«'i»sf05r!iifai«;^!3!?fnf¥H'^fiar 5b^??» 

fit H »?ei»iPr 

?:k€^H’siT ®T’e?i amnt i3?5 

*2, 

Koi by the %’ulg5ir (c-'ntiimes I be opponeni), for 

i-^inee tiioir notion of reality (?ibiullhtattva) is not distrityed 
irs regard to the woilJ and the vision of it (tatia), the view 
^tb-Kt thew are iiou-eutlty ia oonipleiely tejeeUd by them. 
Nor by pbiloHoph^rs, for tiicse are not unanirrious. 
Thus, the unreliable Njhiliint (SVuiyavudinb tionyiog 
all BouTLi'S, and objects, of true kuowli dg», luddi^ th?it ail is 
sheer Boti-entity. In oppofoitson to tlila view, the Naiya- 
yskaBj Vaiatshibas and otliors lioU that f'jKiHtencH is both 
eternal and temporary, by dividing bubstfuiues into eternal 
and non-eternal Opposed to tide «gitin ia the view of the 
SSmkhyas and others that the existeno© of ail thiuga is 
eternai. And since ail these trained thi>ikfer« are disagreed, 
the view that the •wu^’lcl as distinot from Self is almor non- 
entity is clearly unproved. Thisview, then, rejected it ja by 
the cominonioan and tiie philosopher ahkfij cannot be ace©" 
pted by US, Nor may it be urged that each and all of the 
above views should be rejected as mutually opposed. For in 
spite of such opposition itavaiujd), in each of the above 
oases (tatra tatra) the aoo&pt^nce of some one view, or other 
w an moon trover tible fact ; whornas the acceptance ('f the 
world m feheer uou^entity is found in no case whatovev 

{tadftlcdiiv&t) 



^I's^ ?f^im3!TfW^?aTg 
^ansf^ssa^T'OFTwmtf i w '?? ^’^>^i^tnrTnf«r 

¥r^ «0[^ii’^¥r fgf^'sr^^^TST*' 

e*T?i q^^ifcr ^ 

STWrawt ^i?5? f% if?ir ?f 

w^i'fer «!i^r 'c?re^^r?it ^rri^ I ¥sff srs??!- 

3T?5iT ^}T'^. 

?!fi^?tT^^!^^BIXfT?ITf^«gpgTe: I 

H^fwr45^- m; 

fsTj^T 4^« ^?'^ai5®BTfl,eKT 

?i|TW ^igf^Sf ^’5®rS«fTfw**5?|^ I 

No” oiay the Vedatitm urge tlmt of tliis iatter view al;?o 
(atrfipi) hift accepbanc" is forthcouiiog. For the Vedahfcin jg 
uatiUflt'Vorthy, b^ioiuse th«-J*-j la no evidence for the nou" 
etiiit itiive chasncier of the world. I^or may it be arg-ced 
that no Kingle view ('f (he above opposed schools shosfd be 
accepted, becauati no compel ll"g reaaon for the adoption of 
any one aa the irnft view exists For there ia a diffitr'^nce be- 
tween tiif’‘s>^ views Hcoording as they arc, orsi^i not, b-iSed on 
the etei'ijal feultlens V^da. Thus a lonet based ou Veda must 
be acc-Mted, of vvh*itever gohool it mny be ; bat a tenet cob 
thu5 hasMl must be leiected, €. g. the tenet cf InreUcs const! 
be t'-jeefcod. Well then, we Vedantms replvj if your’ final 
position is that trust lin a particular tenet) fallows through 
Vt-da alone, you mu-<t aeoepf. aafitultiess only thactenet which, 
isvmielmo for by Veda, ajsd reject all others as being without 
proof and contfadictory of Veda. But Veda by making kou- 
wii Seif as fiee from afi differentiation,* aa in the pipsages,— . 
BxiHient only was this m the beginning, one withoub a 
second Tliere is no diVeisity here That Self is to be descri- 
bfsd by No, No! And tiie fourlh js without partSj is not au 
ohjHct of oxpcrumcc), is the cessHtian of experiBciccj is the 
ble^Sfid Oun without a recoud — approves the view that ail 
th it i« other ihan S«lf- i« ^hefeT uon-antitv. 

•" SrnKfttubhndtt. uibcrent vm ty a g tbo laarei, flow*n and fm t of • 


?i|’«^T4f«^xI9tl’tiT 'SI f^'SIl ) 

'^tit isnriiT ^fi^{f^'¥-%Tfsfi%t II 

g 3f05T^ I 

, ?s?!§^; qf^:SF3^fa il 

««> a fiiw ^r5f't^Snwgr«K?iJ; 1 

«f{at^«iT«fT Sll -$f«!?3T ?S^T II 

For if apart! from Self, anytbinj? existed in any form what- 
ever, adv&ita would tjecessaniy be overthrown, Hence the iiorj. 
ootitative character of the wor'd is certainly appjovnd by V©- 
di^. This view hss hern dtcUred dy Gmuhipada : — ‘ ;1, is 

to be rtg‘»rded U’ldor three aspects as sheer lunn-eiitity, or as 
inexplicable, or as Somethicg material, in accordance with the 
three (sources of) knowledge*, sc, Veda, ratiocinanon and the 
common (or unphllosophic) eotisciousneS''S ’ This Vasishtha 
also deeUr^s as somethmg wondeiful — , Strange it is that Bra- 
hman, that wnich *5, should be forgotten hymen, while thu-t 
which is noij sc. Nescience, dances bcfao them.’ Agaiu^ 
‘Strange it would befoi mount ams to be bound by lofus-fibrts, 
and (stranger still itis)that the world is destroyed by Nesoi- 
enee which is really nothing ’ Hence, since duality and the 
’tision of it are sheer nor-entity, jt is all tlm more cBarJy esta- 
biibhed that no seocnd is known tuthat Self whiclns ab&oiufr 
BUI'S, self-existent Ti:5,t0l!igence and un related, 

tJM '■ sjvjfitSya, s-ps-'ific difCei-cuco, distrof^uiebitig it Erow any otber Ijoc vi|9ths. 

el«pdIiJnTPiH» gicJmitiifiU from anUke aliiWft, « c Stonw Jtc for itf el 
ooU p lapr* 
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^^flfssfe m?®T u- 

^ tjg’mf'SST ?5'8?J^ II 
^^^ja*?7f^^T wipss^t Je!^f§«l^«3^«5i?Tf I r 

nm 'n t|^?fT*7^faqf5^ i' 
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And S(j «lao Kiuti dtcKrea that to Stif vi&ion of d«ali<y 
pr-rtwiJiti f.ot, ni isuch pHsaigts as— ‘th's is the absolute tjutb 
that th<-re is iio suwh thing as destruction and pioduction (t f 
the world), nor fettered soul, nor (Vaidio) aacnfiots, nor soul 
eetkuig femaneipation or emancipated. Be who hnows him,sa f 
as that Brahman, without parts or attiibutesur paat^iona ba- 
eoines uticliMiguig Bialuuau That wise one is tmaccipattd 
who knows that which is withouii aitdbuiew, endless, uaowu- 
sed, unique, not to be known through a pramam) without a 
beguioing.’ (Brahmavmdupauisbad 8, 9.) 

Ht'nce, he is omaneipaied who reoogtiiaeg bimeelf as 
idautiorti with that Seif described in the mantra^ as Exis- 
toiioa, Intfclhgenee, inhnity, absolute hlies by nature... LVlI. 

Nor is it sight to my that s-uch knowledge of Self la not 
brought about, For the production of such knowledge is oh- 
8<rvod iti the ease of hnn who is desirous of knowing the truth 
and is provided with the fcur nieaus (cf. Ved. Sa. T, J l ), 
but only after he has peifoiined heanng aided by pondering 
and profmnd QonhmplU^on. If this were not so, it would 
follow that Vedie pasnages cleoi«ring auch a Self are 

untrustworthy, 

eT viloi iu 1*1"^ 
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Nor may it be urged that even when knowledge (of Self) 
has been effected, t!ie result (sc. muksha) ie delayed owing to 
th« need of soma means besides knowledge. For knowh-doe 
(of Seif) and its result are deelaied to be siicult'iueous in 
such passages aB— seeing it (Biahman) the Kirtbi Vamadeva 
nndersto( d: I was Manu; I w^s the Sun, He who knows 
BEahioan becomes Brahman, irle w<u> knoM^s the S&lf 
OYfT comes grief — because the ab.^'ence of any other means 
and of any tioae-pause interveniug between ktiowb dge of 
Self and moksha is made known (by such passages) ,* and 
because th® negation of any other means that koowle^do-a 
13 enounced in the passage — a man who knows him (Sejf i 
truly passes over death ; there is no nibor path to ^ 
Therefore knowledge of Self together with reriunciatoin^of 
the world mmt bo c-arefuliy aequo ©d as the means to unmor 

talify ; since, in the absence of knowledge, great is fh 
deatruotion^ a declared in the S'ruti passaire^* If . _ ® 

know this here, that ib the reelity (true end of liff.) ■ jpt 
does no^ knuw this here, then there is gre«t destruction (new 
births) ^ And tb© out-poon. gs or the wise man's knowle- 
dge» with Its result, when knowledge of Self as identical 

5W^h Br*hm*n t* atfeuned, are s^t forth m the Smpti 



%lTO^I'^?!f^Tli:qmf!?tlr’??OTf^ fR:’S^?T ’ 

^ 5ilrr: ^^H|.%l^f^: li 
t?ii:T!?T‘B? l^srfs? 

m 3Tja'5?[u?^w0iTf»i ’8T5(^5(:¥rff#«f« 

I '?f f*f,^ei€ffisin" 

!R^ 'sr ii ^T*! wfrt 3Btf fgalsa f^?i§‘ 

^1 5ifi f|?rt^j^'frgfifTrHTa5f?s?^ n 

Tilt! Self witiiin, the Highest Self, eonsisiin^' of loUl- 
Bamfcibcpasanr. J.V. iil :>3S7 Jigonosj cloady ColiC* aled by 
ISTtebOitsicfe^ I now baluiid Wit out a duubt, having with 
ihe ufigfa'a niiud disorimtmiotd it f'‘oiu the sheaths uf Self 
which ai'e a complex of causeis aiid. tiS crs; juntas on© draws 
not A ited ffom ita (euveioping) sheath. Lo ! where was, 
and is to be, this ocean of world-pain I 

This WO' Id 1 now ttga'd as a picture fso a meie seinb* 
knee of re A In y). i, take my stand on the Inliuite which 
is lutoll'geiiOQ aloncj and without parts. X behold Self, one 
without a second, iidimte bliue by nature ; and the wcrld I 
regard as I would a burnt rope. 

J am directly ooufcciouh of the one Self as if it were a 
Vilva fruit lying m my baud: my bi dy I look on as the cast t ft 
akitt of a miak«. And thus, as the ^ppr'erance ufmy beii g 
alive, So the glueing of mokal.a, ate bosh quite clear to me, 
Strango it is how oven now duality appears before u.- 

in that eternal, tmrolited, luminous Seif. Xiu.difey esiswo 

once— can I eay this ? what ' was not the eternal Vede 
WUflti g thei f Uiat duality was wrought by Ne^cieuca 
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Aiirf so the Sinrlfcia goes on to describe the J»doratiOH 
of the G'uu by the piipd, who Oirongh the ^raoe of Yedi 
Ktiid teacher hna gamed a clenr intuitioti of th-i truth fehab 
Brahtusn and the Self «r« one Thus it is a ficfc that thU 
knowledge (leading to uiokshe) is somathiog brought about 

as ft product. 

The Highest Self, thougli indeed it exists, was for m3 

8awJisu«p»H4iir iV s) 53 , 60 uonexiatoiit, Until I had 1 ecourse 
to tihy Jotus-f«et. Fuidiog blu-Uer there, I eati no moie be 
conscious of duality. 

Fkcing the dust of tby lotus-feet upon my head, I will 
aerTs thee till death ; for ii« pity of me thou hast undorfcakeu 
to remove this world-diseaecj hard to cure. 

32. An opponent may here urge thfat oven if destroctioR 

Objeetion ; Humaa fcliorl; is vfim; ofNeecieUCO takasplfioethro- 
JoT ^cnowsdfte till ougli V«da can doskoy ^ , 

Hhseieace (eause) but not the woild kf)0>vKu^8, O^^SbltlOU of 
Ittilacit). Reply . y^da ani all Luimii) traiihuiigratury existtricO) whi- 

this and the nest world and is a comples of pains eilhoted 
hjr the aasumptiors and laying aside of many form^ of life, is 
imposBittle beeauBH the chus»-s of fci’aowuigrj.tofy exiistekce, 

BO dw^re ftud act ou continue to tsui, 


r 
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Nor (coiilinuea the opponent) tnfiy the reply to this be 
thKt the oefesatiou of every pioduot (upadeyh) of Nesctenca 
follows n-'Cesi^arily on the CfSs-tuoB of Nescieoee itself. F«>r, 
as with lhn Vat^pshiha ^chool, an effect is held to eviet fur 
a inOtn.?nt) of limo nfter the hesiructiou o£ its materia] canse^ 
eo the ohjofition here urged that the eflects of its Nescien- 
ce do not oeasp to exist is otte that cannot be lightly set 
aside. Nor lu obviate the difficulty can it. b© said that the 
effect A\ til p"iiah at sum© later time. For the possibility 
of the t-iffayl's txiefcetioe, aa wJ! in ih© eubaequent ae lu the 
preceding nuomeut, may fauly be iiif-^Tred, Hence (eoneludes 
the opponent) even when Nescience has ceased to be the woild 
wdl not ooaao to he — there bting no evidence for such non- 
existence of the wnild — -atid thfcrefoi'e human effoit IB vain. 

Not so, yr© reply. Action is the not of all evil; and 
action is destroyed by knowledge. And thus Siuti teaches-^ 
^Aiid ills Works perif'hA..lj'Viil. 

I'ho ('pponent’s wtHtomtut, that the world which has its 
root in. action vriH continu© to exist even afijeic knowledge has 
been gflioed, svili not hold. For ac iron as well aa Nesciene© 
iadobiioyctl by kucswltidg©, UeGaue© knowledge is hs much tho 
oontrndiotorv r^f the efftci of Neeciene© 8C^ aetioa, -iia of Ne- 

wjienw its IE, 
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Su'CK ll IS iinpo8f*il>le that the lutrecfc, e, a the suahe or 
the hUe shnviUi contintie to exial after the Nheci'-nos eouoeal* 

ing the rope has Cinon to a» en<l on the ropo beio<> petcf-h'eti. 
^or cm the opporsetit urge that if this is so, the oonolusitiii 

of the foat-ders d die (Vcdar’ta) Saslra, so. loiOwlMciffO put*! 
an ei’cl to Ne^e'c-toe fJotu’;, is iinprnyer. For the 
products of Ne''ci'*»ice do net ddfer from Nosespoca itself, 
since whrii Neiscifcnce ex!^^b'! nut, the sx’R'onCH of its products 

is not perceived. A nd pro-.f for onr posuion is no!) wnt)“ 
tmcr, for S'rud Ihus deotaics - ‘Tho f^-tte^ of the heart is 
biokVn ad doubts are svlved. his wodxs perish ^vhen lie has 

been Wield wlio is the liigh.r and the Umerf Nor may it be 
argued that this pansrge impbeB the 'destruedou of evil 
actions only, Foi the wmd action is common to both good 
and evil acdons, and the power of knowledge is eqinlly 
opf'rative m J^'gartl to both kinds of adiotn Thus m the 
Suiriti passage— 'Tfe knowhdge of Self and Biahujati «0 
identical, gams d ihrough Veda and attendance on a Guru 
consumes like fire every evil deed (tUouijh) done intentional- 
ly’— the oonaumiug of (sveu an intentional evil dead by the 
fire of) know edge of Brahman declared. 
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AiuJ i» the paanage — *As kindled fire reduoes fuel to 
ashes 0 Arjnna ! so the fire of knowledge reduces ah actions 
to ashes’— the Divine Kfishuat anderstanding by the wdirdaK 
both goodand evil deeds, has declared that all action is consu- 
mod by the fire of knowledge. Furthers need it be said that 
the sins of the man who has become Brahman are destroyed,' 
when by the mere sight of such an one the sins even of other 
men aro destroyed 1 This his reverence Vasishtha declares— 
•‘All men are freed from their sins who oom© within the sight 
of him whose mind is engaged with Brahman till intnition (of 
Brahman) arises.’ And Smriti too declares that ho who knom 
Brahman purifies his own family — ^Ho whose mind; h|8. 
melted into that infinite ocean of Intelligence and Bli^, the 
absolute Brahman, ha.=? purified his family, fulfilled hii 

mother’s defeiros and sanotitkd the earth.’ v 

To conclude, then,— our statement, that a man realiiea 
all desires through the aforesaid knowledge of the indentity 
ofhisSelf with ‘Brahman, is indispu W^, " r - 



